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PEEPACE. 

Since  the  very  title  of  this  "book  sufficiently  indi- 
cates its  nature,  we  may  dispense  with  an  explanation 
of  its  contents  in  the  introduction.  We  owe  it  to  our 
fair-minded  countrymen,  however,  not  to  presume 
upon  their  attentive  and  impartial  perusal  of  the 
foUowing  pages,  without  enablmgthem  to  form  some 
previous  acquaintance  with  the  occasion  and  purpose 
that  induced  us  to  present  them  to  the  public. 

The  immediate  occasion  of  this  little  volume  was 
the  appearance  of  Rev.  Dr.  Stearns's  ^^  Faith  qf  our 
Forefather sj^  purporting  to  be  "an  examination  of 
Archbishop  Gribbons's  ^' Faith  of  our  Fathers  J'* 
Not  indeed  that  either  the  reverend  author's,  name, 
or  the  nature  of  his  book,  neither  of  which  is  so 
formidable  as  even  to  necessitate  a  reply,  ever  put  it 
into  our  heads  to  undertake  the  present  task.  Not 
even  the  extreme  personalities  of  the  book  could 
provoke  us  to  retaliate  where  retaliation  would  be  so 

*  The  Faith  of  our  Forefathers;  an  examiDation  of 
Archbishop  Gibbons's  **  Faith  of  our  Fathers^"  by  the 
Eev.  Edw.  J.  Steams,  D.D.,  Examining  Chaplain  of  the 
Diocese  of  Easton.  2d  edit.,  revised.  New  York :  Th. 
Whittaker,  1879. 
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easy.  Personality  always  defeats  its  own  purpose ; 
it  speaks  more  strongly  against  the  abuser  tlian  the 
abused  ]  it  is  at  all  times  disgraceful  to  its  author ; 
and  becomes  doubly  so  when  used  as  a  foil  in  argu- 
ment j  and  we  know  no  deeper  shame  than  to  stoop 
to  its  degrading  tone  in  discussing  the  holiest  truths 
of  religion. 

On  the  other  hand,  recrimination,  however  just 
and  rightly  measured  it  may  be  in  the  beginning, 
very  soon  degenerates  into  an  equally  unworthy  pas- 
sionate tone,  so  that  patient  silence  is  the  only  wise 
and  effectual  answer  a  gentleman  can  give  to  his 
reviler.  If,  therefore,  the  Reverend  Doctor  has  dug  for 
himself  a  pit,  and  fallen  into  it,  we  are  by  no  means 
inclined  to  tumble  in  after  him.  We  folly  agree 
with  the  most  distinguished  Catholic  Reviewer  in  this 
country,  that  in  this  respect  the  book  is  utterly  un- 
worthy of  notice  j  but  we  intend  to  supplement  the 
severe  castigation  which  its  unbecoming  spirit  has 
already  received  at  the  hands  of  reviewers,  with  an 
equally  unsparing  examination  of  its  argument :  and 
that  for  the  following  reason.  Since  the  Reverend 
gentleman  claims  to  have  undertaken  his  work  "at 
the  earnest  request  of  the  Assistant  Bishop  (now^ 
Bishop)  of  Maryland,"  and  since  w^  see  that  it  is 
warmly  recommended  by  distinguished  clergymen  of 
his  denomination  3  we  must  take  his  book  to  be  an 
official  exponent  of  the  tenets  and  rites  of  the  Epi&- 
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• 

oopal  Ohxiioli  in  this  countiy,  interwoven,  however, 
with  its  more  extensive  official  strictures  upon  the 
fiaitli  of  Catholics;  and  as  such,  we  believe  that  it 
should  be  weighed  in  the  balance  of  truth,  for  the 
satisfaction  of  Protestants  and  Catholics  alike. 

It  is,  therefore,  our  purpose  to  set  forth  in  the  fol- 
lowing pages  the  reasons  of  the  faith  that  is  in  ns, 
taking  care  at  the  same  time  to  answer  whatever  may 
have  the  semblance  of  an  argument  in  the  Reverend 
Doctor's  book.  By  this  manner  of  treatment  we 
hope  to  satisfy  all  parties,  and  benefit  them  each  ac- 
cording to  their  respective  needs.  Catholics  will  find 
it  profitable  to  become  fanuliar  with  the  objections 
that  are  usually  urged  against  their  doctrines,  and 
above  all  to  learn  to  value  them  at  their  proper  worth. 
Our  Protestant  friends  will,  in  addition,  be  glad  to 
find  a  plain  and  unvarnished  exposition  of  doctrines 
of  Catholic  faith  as  taught  by  "our  Forefathers," 
contrasted  at  once  with  the  reasons  alleged  against 
them,  and  thus  thrown  into  stronger  relief  by  oppo- 
sition. 

With  these  few  words  of  introduction,  we  present 
this  little  book  to  the  American  public,  with  an  ear- 
nest appeal  to  their  sense  of  justice  and  fair  play. 
Neighbors,  bosom  friends,  and  blood-relatives,  we 
are  so  closely  bound  together  by  the  strongest  and 
holiest  of  ties,  that  diflFerences  of  religions  or  sects 
raise  no  barriers  between  us,  though  ovu  \!a!(M&sdX& 
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union  will  nerer  be  tml  j  complete  nntiL  we  shall  all 
be  of  the  one  troe  fold.  For  this  perfect  union  we 
pray  ^  for  this  we  labor ;  for  this  we  have  consecrated 
to  God  all  the  days  of  our  lives,  happy  if  in  the  end 
we  shall  have  saved  a  single  souL 
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OUR  FOREFATHERS. 


CHAPTER  I. 

THB  BLESSED  TRINITT,  THE  INCARNATION,  ETC. 

As  Dr.  Steams  takes  no  exception  to  the  Archbish- 
op's doctrine  on  these  articles  of  Christian  faith,  we 
take  np  his  first  chapter,  "  merely,''  to  use  the  Doctor's 
own  words,  "  for  convenience'  sake,  that  the  number- 
ing of  our  chapters  may  [as  far  as  possible]  corre- 
spond to  that  of  his."     (page  7.) 

The  Doctor's  assertion  in  the  second  paragraph, 
that  the  Infallibility  of  the  Church's  teaching  and 
the  Perpetuity  of  her  existence  are  "without  the  war- 
rant of  the  creed,"  shall  receive  all  due  attention  in 
the  proper  chapters. 

But  before  entering  upon  the  consideration  of  the 
succeeding  chapters,  we  must  determine  and  fix  the 
standpoint  from  which  a  Christian  is  obliged  to  view 
the  Keligion  and  the  Church  of  Christ. 


12        THE  TRUE  FAITH  OF  OUR  VOREFATHESS. 

Dear  Reader,  if  yoa  are  deehoos  of  knowing'  the 
troe  Religion  and  the  true  Chorch  of  Chnst,  joor 
first  daty  most  be  to  go  back  and  examine  the  ex- 
press intention  and  will  of  the  divine  Founder  and 
Legislator  himsell  Ton  will  at  once  discover  that 
Jesns  Christ  tanght  bnt  one  Religion ;  that  He  de- 
fined it  in  all  its  parts ;  that  He  made  the  belief  and 
practice  of  it,  as  thus  defined,  a  divine  law,  which  no 
man  may  disobey  nor  strive  to  ignore.  You  will  find, 
in  the  next  place,  that  as  He  taught  bat  one  Reli- 
gion, so  also  He  established  but  one  Church,  to  which 
He  committed  the  sacred  charge  and  trost  of  this  one 
troe  Religion.  "  Thoo  art  Peter,  and  opon  this  rock 
I  will  boild  my  ChurchP  (Matt.  xvi.  18.)  Hence  it 
follows  that  to  this  one  Chorch,  and  to  no  other  we 
most  belong  in  order  to  be  saved. 

Taking  it  for  granted,  then,  that  this  troth  is  qoite 
clear  to  your  mind,  let  os  see  to  what  oonseqoences  it 
will  logically  lead  os.  If  Jesos  Christ  obliges  all 
men  under  the  penalty  of  eternal  death  to  belong  to 
Sis  Qhurch,  He  must  necessarily  out  of  His  infinite 
justice  give  all  men  the  means  to  recognize  and  know 
her  with  certainty;  He  must  have  impressed  upon 
her  certain  prominent  and  distinctive  characteristics  or 
tMxrks,  by  which  she  could  at  once  be  easily  recog- 
nized and  clearly  distinguished  among  the  many  re- 
ligious societies  that  would  advance  similar  claims  to 
divine  origin  and  prerogatives.    The  all-wise  Legis- 
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lator  of  the  New  Law  could  not  bnt  foresee  the  neces- 
sity of  such  marks:  His  perfect  justice  could  not 
allow  Him  to  withhold  them.  If  therefore  we  shudder 
at  the  very  thought  of  impeaching  the  wisdom  and 
jostice  of  God,  we  must  maintain,  with  all  the  earnest- 
ness and  strength  of  our  reason  and  our  faith,  that 
Jesus  Christ  unquestionably  gave  his  Church  certain 
eharacteristic  and  distinctive  marks. 

Bound  in  conscience  to  find  out  that  Church,  our 
whole  business  must  now  be  to  examine  what  these 
marks  are.  After  this  it  will  be  an  easy  matter  to 
discover  to  which  of  the  many  churches  claiming 
Christ  for  their  founder,  they  really  belong.  To  this 
important  investigation  we  now  invite  the  attention 
of  our  readers. 

Using  as  our  authority  and  guide  the  teachings  of 
Holy  Scripture  and  of  our  Forefathers,  we  propose  to 
examine  into  the  nature  of  the  marks  of  Christ's  one 
Church,  defending  at  the  same  time  their  real  and 
gennine  import  against  the  misrepresentations  of  Dr. 
Steams,  whose  fundamental  error  consists  in  an  entire 
misconception  of  their  true  nature. 

The  principal  marks  of  the  Church  of  Christ  are 
set  forth  in  the  Nicaeno-Constantinopolitan  Creed,  in 
which  we  profess  to  believe  in  "  the  Owe,  Holy,  Cath* 
olic  and  Apostolic  Church." 

We  shall  treat  successively  of  these  marks. 
2 
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CHAPTEB  n. 

rSXTT  OF  TSE  CHUSGH. 

'^Bt  TTxitt,'  hits  the  AitUbia^op^  ^k  meut 
thai  the  members  ckf  the  tnie  Chundi  misl  be  muted 
in  the  belief  ckf  the  same  doctzines  cf  levelatioiiy  and 
in  the  acknowledgment  of  the  anthoritj  of  the  same 
pastotsw  Heresy  and  echigm  areofipoeed  to  Christian 
nnitj.  Bj  heresy  a  man  rejects  one  or  mme  artideB 
of  the  Christian  futh.  By  schism  he  spams  the  au- 
thority of  his  spiritoal  SapcrioTS."  (page  23.) 

That  the  Chnrch  is  to  be  one  in  futh  and  goTem* 
ment  is  evident  from  the  constant  teachings  of  Holy 
Scriptaie;  and  from  the  unbroken  tradition  of  the 
Fathers.     We  shall  treat  of  them  separately. 

§  I.— The  Church  is  to  he  one  in  faitK  The 
types  employed  by  onr  Sayionr  and  his  inspired 
ApOBtles  to  indicate  the  distinctive  character  of  his 
Church  clearly  denote  the  necessity  of  this  miity  of 
foitlu  Thus  it  is  compared  to  the  human  body  ]  nay, 
it  is  said  to  be  the  body  of  Christ  ^^  For  as  the 
body  is  one/'  says  St.  Paul  (1  Cor.  xii.  12)  "  and 
hath  many  members :  and  all  the  members  of  the 
body,  whereas  they  are  many,  yet  are  one  body ;  so 
also  is  Christ.'^  The  same  apostle  (ibid.  27)  says : 
'^  you  are  the  body  of  Christ,  and  members  of  mem- 
ber/'   Now  all  the  members  of  the  human  body  must 
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be  animated  by  the  same  principle  of  life,  and  joined 
together  so  as  to  feel,  move  and  act  in  concert: 
therefore  the  members  of  this  Church  must  also  be 
animated  by  the  same  principle  of  life,  and  be  so 
joined  together  that  they  feel,  move  and  act  in  con- 
cert. Yet  how  would  this  be  possible  if  they  were 
not  animated  by  the  same  faith,  if  they  were  not 
united  in  the  belief  of  the  same  doctrines  of  revela- 
tion, if  they  were  in  contradiction  among  themselves, 
one  believing  what  another  one  rejects  f 

This  unity  of  faith  among  the  members  of  the  true 
Church  is  to  be  so  perfect,  that  St.  Paul,  exhorting 
the  Ephesians  to  that  most  perfect  charity  which  has 
to  exist  among  the  followers  of  Jesus  Christ,  pro- 
poses the  imittf  of  faith  as  a  pattern.  "  Careful  to 
keep  the  unity  of  the  Spirit  in  the  bond  of  peace. .  .  . 
One  Lord,  one  faithj  one  baptism "  (Eph.  iv.  3,  5). 
And  our  Lord  wished  this  unity  to  be  like  that  which 
exists  between  the  Father,  and  Himself,  and  an  argu- 
ment to  the  world  of  his  divine  mission :  "  and  not 
for  them  only  do  I  pray :  but  for  those  also,  who 
through  their  word  shall  believe  in  Me :  that  they  all 
may  be  one,  as  Thou  Father  in  Me,  and  I  in  Thee : 
that  they  also  maybe  one  in  Us :  that  the  world  may 
believe  that  Thou  hast  sent  Me''  (John  xvii.  20,  21). 
In  what  had  this  unity  to  consist!  St.  Cyril  of 
Alexandria  answers :  "  In  the  common  attainment  of 
unity,  by  a  mutual  consent  in  all  things,  au^  aam^- 
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visible  concord  of  hearts"  (In  Joan  1.  11,  c.  2). 
But  if  the  members  of  Christ's  mystical  body  were  not 
united  in  the  belief  of  the  same  revealed  truths,  but 
were  at  war  among  themselves  concerning  some  of 
them,  could  their  unity  be  compared  to  the  one  that 
exists  between  the  Eternal  Father  and  his  Divine 
Son,  and  could  this  unity  be  an  argument  to  the  world 
of  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ  f 

Marvellons  too  is  the  unanimity  of  the  Fathers  in 
declaring  the  same.  St.  Cyprian  assures  us,  that 
"  he  who  holds  not  this  unity,  holds  not  the  faith  of 
the  Father,  and  the  Son,  holds  not  life  and  salva- 
tion J^  "There  is  one  God  and  ona  Christ,"  he  pur- 
sues, "and  his  Church  is  one,  and  the  faith  one,  and 
the  people  one,  joined  into  the  solid  unity  of  one 
hodyhy  the  cement  of  concord^^  (De  Unit.  Eccles.  nn. 
6-23).  Again  hearken  to  the  great  St.  Leo  (Serm.  24 
in  Nat.  Dom.  c.  6) :  "  Unless  faith  be  one,  it  is  no 
faith,  for  St.  Paul  says,  *  One  Lord,  one  faith,  one 
baptism;'  to  this  unity,  my  beloved,  adhere  with 
unshaken  minds."  No  less  powerful  are  the  words 
of  the  illustrious  Bishop  of  Hippo,  the  great  St. 
Augustine,  who  beautifully  tells  us  "  that  those  who 
confess  have  many  hearts,  those  who  believe  have 
but  one.  Why  have  those  who  confess  many  hearts, 
those  who  believe  only  one  f  Because  men  confess 
different  sins,  they  believe  onefaith^'  (In  Ps.  74,  n.  4). 
Finally,  the  golden-mouthed  doctor  of  the  East,  St 
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John  Chrysostom,  joins  in  the  harmonious  concort 
when  lie  says :  '^  This  is  the  unity  of  the  fEiith,  when 
we  all  are  one,  when  one  and  ally  we  equally  acknowl- 
edge the  bond  of  union.  .  .  .  When  we  all  hold 
onefaithj  then  is  there  unity."  (Horn.  11,  in  Epist.  ad 
Ephes.  n.  3.) 

On  this  point,  however,  as  on  many  others  to 
which  we  shall  devote  our  attention  in  the  following 
pages,  the  Reverend  Doctor  thinks  differently  from  our 
Lord,  from  his  inspired  Apostle,  and  from  our  Fore- 
fathers. He  is  of  a  generous  disposition.  That  the 
Church  may  be  one  in  faith,  he  does  not  require  the 
members  to  be  united  in  the  belief  of  all  the  doc- 
trines of  revelation  (p.  11),  but  thinks  it  sufficient 
for  them  to  agree  in  believing  such  revealed  truths 
as  are  ^'  articles  of  faith."  According  to  the  Theolo- 
gian of  Easton,  if  Peter  denies  a  truth  revealed  by 
God,  and  Paul  does  not,  both  may  be  said  to  belong 
to  the  one  Church  of  Christ,  both  may  be  said  to 
have  the  same  faith,  provided  the  revealed  doctrine 
in  question  be  not  one  of  those  that  constitute  arti- 
cles of  faith. 

And  if  we  ask  the  Rev.  Doctor  what  doctrines  of 
revelation  have  this  privilege  of  being  "  articles  of 
faith,"  we  are  told  that  they  are  the  twelve  articles 
of  the  Apostles'  Creed;  and  curiously  enough,  we 
are  gravely  informed  that  this  is  the  teaching  of  the 
CatechisTD  of  the  Council  of  Trent  (p.  11 A    TVi^a 
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only  difficcQtj  in  the  way  is  to  reconcile  this  singnlai 
statement  with  certain  words  of  the  Catechism  quoted 
by  the  Doctor  (p.  11),  which  expressly  state  that 
these  twelve  articles  are  not  the  only  articles  of  faith, 
but  "  the  first  and  mast  importantP 

Then,  according  to  the  Doctor's  statement,  there  is 
a  distinction  between  revealed  doctrines  which  are 
fandamental  and  others  which  are  not  ]  that  is  be- 
tween doctrines  of  revelation  which  are  '^  articles  of 
faith,"  and  in  belief  of  which  the  members  of  the 
true  Church  must  be  united,  as  a  requisite  to  ever- 
lasting salvation )  and  doctrines  of  revelation  which 
are  ''  outside  the  faith,''  and  on  which  these  members 
may  disagree,  without  ceasing  to  belong  to  the  true 
Church,  or  incurring  damnation.  We  wiU  remark 
first,  that  there  is  no  authority  for  such  an  arbitrary 
distinction  in  all  Scripture,  from  the  first  chapter  of 
Genesis  to  the  last  of  the  Apocalypse.  Nay,  the 
Scripture  plainly  excludes  it. 

For  we  read  (Mark  xvL  15,  16,)  "Go  ye  into  the 
whole  world,  and  preach  the  gospel  to  every  creature. 
He  that  believeth  and  is  baptized,  shall  be  saved : 
but  he  that  believeth  not,  shall  be  condemned." 
The  faith  here  spoken  of  is  the  faith  necessary  for 
salvation.  ''He  that  believeth  shall  be  saved:'' 
"  but  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be  condemned."  The 
object  of  this  faith  is  not  certain  fundamental  articles, 
but  whatever  God  has  revealed  ]  for  it  is  the  fiaitb 
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preached  by  the  Apostles  and  confirmed  by  miiacleS| 
the  isbithy  to  whicli  God  promised  his  aid  ''  even  to  the 
consummation  of  the  world."  The  gospel  preached 
by  the  Apostles^  for  the  spreading  of  which  an 
especial  assistance  was  given,  comprehends  aU  the 
tniths  of  revelation.  Therefore,  the  Scripture,  far 
from  admitting  Dr.  Stearns's  distinction,  excludes  it. 

Moreover,  all  truths  revealed  by  God  are  to  be 
equally  held  with  divine  faith,  if  the  same  reason  for 
belief  holds  in  the  case  of  each.  But  this  is  really 
the  fact ;  for  the  reason  why  all  that  is  divinely  re- 
vealed is  to  be  believed  is  the  authority  of  God 
revealing;  and  this  reason  holds  for  (HI  revealed 
doctrines.  To  say,  therefore,  that  some  must  be 
believed  and  that  others  may  be  freely  received  or 
rejected,  is  to  destroy  the  very  motive  of  our  belief, 
and  show  such  an  ignorance  of  the  true  nature  of 
faith,  that  it  is  unpardonable  in  a  Doctor  of  Divinity. 

In  a  word :  the  Church  is  to  be  one  in  faith,  and 
this  unity  of  faith  requires  that  her  members  be 
united  in  the  belief  of  aU  doctrines  of  Revelation, 
even  if  these  doctrines  are  not  ex^lidtli/  expressed  in 
the  articles  of  the  Apostles^  Creed:  and  this  accord- 
ing  to  the  advice  of  St.  Paul:  "Now  I  beseech  you, 
brethren,  by  the  name  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  that 
you  all  speak  the  same  thing,  and  that  there  be  no 
schisms  among  you:  but  that  you  be  perfect  in  the 
game  mind^  and  in  the  same  judgmeut^^  (^1  Cox.  \.  \^>^ 
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Is  this  Unity  of  £aith  to  be  found  among  onr 
sepaxated  brethren?  No  one  who  valnes  the  troth 
will  dare  to  assert  that  it  is.  In  support  of  this 
statement  we  invoke  the  testimony  of  one  whom  his 
own  people  consider  a  Doctor  in  Israel:  he  is  a  pro- 
fessor in  a  Protestant  Gollege,  and  evidently  a  man 
of  deep  research,  and  thonghtfol  stndy :  we  allude 
to  Dr.  Philip  SchafiT,  Professor  of  Biblical  literature 
in  the  Union  Theological  Seminary  of  New  York. 
His  work  on  the  "  Creeds  of  the  Evangelical  Protest- 
ant Churches,^  (N.  Y.,  Harper,  1877,)  is  a  striking 
proof  of  the  painfdl  and  conspioaoos  absence  of  that 
perfect  Unity  in  faith,  intended  by  our  Lord  as  a  * 
mark  of  His  Church.  They  do  not  profess  one  Greed, 
but  have  different  Creeds :  hence  they  do  not  consti- 
tute one  Church,  but  different  Churches.  This  is  the 
reason  why  Dr.  Schaff  had  to  entitle  his  volume  the 
*^  Creeds  of  the  Protestant  Evangelical  ChurchesP 
In  order  to  form  a  tolerably  accurate  idea  of  their 
many  Creeds  with  the  numberless  variations,  which 
they  underwent,  we  refer  the  reader  to  Bossuet's 
"History  of  the  Protestant  Variations.''  There  he 
may  trace  very  distinctly  the  truth  of  the  censure 
contained  in  Bishop  Dudith's  letter  to  Baza:  "What 
beings  are  we  Protestants  wandering  to  and  fro,  and 
carried  about  by  every  wind  of  doctrine,  sometimes 
to  this  side,  sometimes  to  that !  You  may  perhaps 
guess  what  we  believe,  to-day  j  but  you  will  never  bo 
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able  to  ascertain  what  we  shall  profess  to-morrow. 
In  what  point  of  religion  do  the  Churches  agree 
among  themselves,  which  have  rejected  the  authority 
of  the  See  of  Rome  ?  Examine  them  &om  first  to 
last  you  will  scarce  find  any  one  tenet  affirmed,  or 
believed  by  one  sect,  which  is  not  immediately  con- 
demned by  another.''  (Fletcher's  "  Guide  to  the  True 
Religion/'  p.  153.    London,  1836.) 

An  English  Protestant  writer,  the  learned  Dr. 
Walton,  in  the  preface  to  his  Polyglot  (London, 
1657),  acknowledging  this  want  of  unity  among 
Protestants,  points  out  one  of  the  causes  to  which  it 
may  be  traced*  "  Aristarchus,"  he  says,  "heretofore 
could  scarcely  find  seven  wise  men  in  Greece :  but 
among  us  so  many  idiots  can  with  difficulty  be  found. 
For  all  are  Doctors,  all  are  divinely  learned,  there  is 
not  so  much  as  the  meanest  fanatic,  or  jack-pudding, 
who  does  not  give  his  oum  dreams  for  the  word  of 
God.  ....  These  have  filled  our  cities,  vil- 
lages, camps,  houses,  nay  our  churches  and  pulpits 
too,  and  lead  the  poor  deluded  people  with  them  to 
the  pit  of  perdition."  Rather  remarkable  testimony, 
considering  the  source  &om  which  it  comes. 

In  these  words  the  true  reason  of  this  want  of 
unity  in  faith,  is  but  faintly  outlined.  Their  rule  of 
fedth  is  the  principal  cause  why  Protestants  generally 
give  "their  own  dreams  for  the  word  of  God,"  it  is 
the  true  reason  for  the  different  beliefs  tSi^t  en^sdu 
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among  the  varions  Protestant  denominations.  So 
long  as  every  one  is  told  that  "  he  not  only  has  the 
right,  but  that  it  is  his  duty  to  interpret  the  Scrip- 
tures for  himself,''  so  long  as  the  private  interpreter 
tion  of  the  Bible  is  to  settle  all  religious  controversy, 
BO  long  will  religious  division  be  perpetuated,  not 
only  among  the  different  sects,  but  even  among  the 
members  of  the  same  denomination.  Is  not  this  the 
reason  why  in  the  very  "  Church  of  England,"  of 
which  Dr.  Steams  is  so  bright  an  ornament,  this 
perfect  unity  is  entirely  wanting! 

What  mean  these  terms  among  members  of  the 
"  Church  of  England :"  '  High  Church,' '  Low  Church,' 
^Puseyite,'  and  so  on  to  the  end  of  the  catalogue? 
What  are  they  but  the  names  of  so  many  parties  in 
this  so-called  Church,  each  holding  a  distinct  and 
opposite  set  of  doctrines!  Moreover  that  a  collision 
of  views  exists  among  Anglicans  in  regard  to  the 
"  Thirty-nine  Articles  of  Religion,"  is  a  notorious  fact, 
though  as  we  read  in  the  English  edition  of  these 
articles,  A.  D.  1571,  they  were  established  "for  the 
avoiding  of  the  diversities  of  opinions,  and  for  the 
establishment  of  consent  touching  true  religion."  But 
in  the  American  Kevision  of  these  same  Articles  of 
Religion  made  A.  D.  1801,  ^'the  avoiding  of  di- 
versities of  opinions,  etc.,"  is  not  mentioned  as  their 
object;  experience  having  shown  how  little  was  to 
be  hoped  for  in  that  respect. 
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The  Protestant  historian,  MaGanlay,  speaking  of 
the  Church  of  England,  has  justly  remarked,  "The 
Apostolical  succession  she  may,  or  may  not  have. 
But  unity  she  most  certainly  has  not,  and  never  has 
had.  It  is  a  matter  of  perfect  notoriety,  that  her  ^ 
formularies  are  framed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  admit  # 
to  her  highest  offices  men  who  differ  from  each  other 
more  widely  than  a  very  high  Churchman  differs  from 
a  Catholic,  or  a  very  low  Churchman  from  a  Presby- 
terian ]  and  that  the  general  leaning  of  the  Church| 
with  respect  to  some  important  questions,  has  been 
sometimes  one  way  and  sometimes  another.  .  .  • 
The  religion  of  the  Church  of  England  is  so  far  from 
exhibiting  that  unity  of  doctrine,  which  Mr.  Glad- 
rtone  represents  aa  her  distinguishing  gloiy,  that  it 
is,  in  fact,  a  bundle  of  religious  systems  without 
number."     (On  Gladstone,  Essays,  ii.,  486-88.) 

Dr.  Steams  may  flatter  himself,  and  call  his 
Church  "the  owe  Catholic  Church j"  but  the  only 
bond  of  union  that  the  most  keen-sighted  outsider 
can  discover,  is  that  the  members  cordially  agree  to 
disagree.  This  most  assuredly  is  not  the  unity  of 
the  true  Church  of  Christ.  Hence  when  we  read 
that  the  Chiurch  of  England  is  "the  Church  of  Christy 
Catholic  in  truth,  and  not  in  pretence,''  (p.  10)  we 
rather  regarded  it  a  pleasant  little  witticism,  intended 
to  afford  the  reader  a  quiet  laugh  and  to  enliven  the 
awful  .dryness  of  the  subject,  which  t\ie  ajofl^iat  ^w^ 
tugging  at  BO  resolutely. 
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If  then  this  perfect  unity  of  faith  consisting  in  the 
belief  of  all  the  doctrines  of  revelation  is  not  to  be 
found  among  Protestants,  where  shall  we  find  it? 
We  answer  in  the  eloquent  words  of  the  Archbish- 
op—nowhere save  in  the  Catholic  Church,  which  be- 
cause it  has  its  centre  of  unity  at  Borne  is  commonly 
called  "  The  Roman  Catholic  Church.''  "  The  num- 
b^  of  Catholics  in  the  world  is  computed  at  two  hun- 
dred and  twenty-five  millions.  They  have  all '  one 
Lord,  one  fsiith,  one  baptism,'  one  creed.  They  re- 
ceive the  same  Sacraments,  they  worship  at  the  same 
altar,  and  pay  spiritual  allegiance  to  one  common 

Head How  sublime  and  consoling  is 

the  thought,  that  whithersoever  a  Catholic  goes  over 
the  broad  world,  whether  he  enters  his  Church  in 
Pekin,  or  in  Melbourne,  in  London,  or  Dublin,  or 
Paris,  or  Rome,  or  New  York,  or  San  Francisco,  he 
IB  sure  to  hear  the  self-same  doctrine  preached,  to 
assist  at  the  same  sacrifice,  and  to  partake  of  the  same 
Sacraments.''  (pp.  28,  29.)  A  mere  glance  at  our  pro- 
fession of  faith,  at  our  catechisms  or  theological  trea- 
tises, at  the  books  of  instruction  published  in  various 
countries,  at  our  sermons,  will  suffice  to  show  that  in 
belief,  and  profession  of  their  tenets,  the  members  of 
the  Catholic  Church  are  strictly  one :  '^  We  are  each 
of  us  what  all  are,  and  all  what  each  is." 

But  it  may  be  asked,  is  not  this  unity  of  faith  im- 
paired by  those  doctrinal  definitions,  which  the  Church 
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has  promulgated  frdm  time  to  timet  Dr.  Steams 
(p.  12)  tluQks  it  is  'f  for  baying  stated/with  high-toned 
contempt  for  proofs^  that  the  creed  of  Pius  lY.  ^^is  an 
imsightly  patch  sewed  on  to  the  old  historio  creed,'' 
in  the  same  happy  vem  be  rounds  his  period,  ia  the 
style  of  Flaoca^  thns:  ''nor  was  this  patchwork  de- 
velopment stopped  here.  Even  within  om!  own  day, 
we  have  had  two  Hew  articles  tacked  T>n  to  the  old 
historic  creed  by  the  Roman  Ghnrcb.  And  yet  the 
Archbishop  has  the  assurance  to  tell  ns  that  '  h^ 
creed  is  now  identical  with  what  it  was  in  past  ages.' " 
If  the  Profesfflon  of  Faith  df  Pius  IV.  be  "  an  un*- 
sightly  pateb  sewed  on  to  the  old  historic  creed," 
because,  forsooth,  it  contains  adicles  not  explicitly 
contained  in  the  Apostles'  Greed,  curiosity  prompts  us 
to  ask  Dr^  Steams  bow  we  should  call  the  di£kreni 
'^  Protestaat  Creeds,''^  and  especially  the  Profession 
of  Faith  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church,  aa 
established  by  the  Bishops,  the  Clergy,  and  Laity, 
published  by  Dh  Sbhaflf  (N.  Y.  1877).  Are  there 
not  some  articles  here  not  to  be  found  in  the  old  his- 
toric creedi  In  pmnt  of  £EK>t  the  ''  two  new  ajrtioles 
of  fsuth,''  to  wit,  tbe  Immaculate  Conception  and  the 
Infallibility  of  the  Pope,  which  haunt  him  like  a 
spectre,  are  not  new  dogmas,  but  only  a  more  explicit 
^daration  <^  what  was  previously  implicitly,  less 
dearly  and  not  so  eamestly  proposed.    But  this  we 

shall  show  in  its  proper;  plaoe.    And  the  same  iQi\&axV 
3 
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applies  to  the  articles  contained  in  the  Profession  of 
Faith  of  Pius  IV,  Our  Supreme  Court  in  giving  its 
decisions  does  not  make  new  laws  or  new  constitu- 
tions; but  it  only  defines  what  is  the  real  meaning  of 
the  Constitution  as  framed  by  our  Forefathers.  The 
same  can  be  justly  said  of  the  explicit  declarations  of 
the  Church. 

"Hence/' the  Archbishop  rightly  says,  "whenever 
it  has  been  defined  that  any  point  of  doctrine  per- 
taiued  to  the  Catholic  faith,  it  was  always  understood 
that  this  was  equivalent  to  the  declaration  that  the 
doctrine  in  question  had  been  revealed  to  the  Apostles, 
and  had  come  down  to  us  from  them,  either  by  Scrip- 
ture or  Tradition'' (p.  31).  Let  Dr.  Steams  weigh  care- 
fully and  refute,  if  he  can,  the  arguments  by  which  we 
prove  that  the  doctrines  in  question  were  from  the  be- 
ginning contained  in  the  deposit  of  doctrine  given  to 
the  Church :  but  till  then  let  him  not  speak  of  change. 
If  he  be  not  indissolubly  wedded  to  his  own  daiing 
gratuitous  assumptions,  he  will  acknowledge,  after 
sober  thought,  that  rancor  and  not  truth  dictated  the 
false  and  unjust  statement  that  those  who  belong  "to 
the  rank  and  file  of  the  Roman  Communion  do  not 
think  at  all;  they  let  the  Pope  do  their  thinking 
for  them,  and  when  he  changes,  presto,  they  change 
with  him  "  (p.  14).  These  words  came  from  the  heart 
and  not  from  the  head.  Their  writer  is  too  intelli- 
gent a  man  to  believe  them  himself.    One  would  im- 
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agme  that  the  Doctor  had  some  personal  gradge 
against  all  Catholics  in  general  and  against  the  Pope 
in  particnlar,  so  that  we  feel  like  asking,  mntatis 
mutandis — 

''  Qnid  mens  ^neas  in  te  committere  tantom. 
Quid  Troes  potuere  V* 

§  2.     The  Church  is  to  he  one  in  government 

Unity  of  govemmenty  in  virtne  of  which  all  the 
faithfdl  in  the  world  are  subject  to  one  supreme 
authority,  is  not  less  essential  to  the  Church  of 
Christ  than  unity  of  faith.  Thus,  for  instance,  the 
Scriptures  say  that  the  Church  is  to  be  a  Kingdom, 
and  a  kingdom  cannot  be  one  without  one  govern- 
ment to  which  all  the  members  are  subject. 

It  is  allowed  by  all  that  authority  is  an  essential 
constituent  of  society.  It  is  the  bond  that  unites  the 
members  together,  and  the  principle  that  directs  them 
to  their  end.  Without  authority  a  multitude  of  men 
is  only  an  unorganized  mass,  a  mere  mob.  Authority 
informs  the  mass,  and  elevates  it  to  the  dignity  of  a 
society.  It  is  as  much  the  actuating  principle  of  social 
life,  as  the  soul  is  the  source  of  all  human  action. 
Hence,  in  no  society  can  there  be  more  than  one 
authority.  The  functions,  indeed,  may  be  distributed 
as  they  are  in  this  country  among  the  several  branches 
that  constitute  the  government,  but  they  all  spring 
from  one  principle  of  authority  and  constitute  but  one 
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government.  It  is  this  ofM  government  that  maketi 
ns  (TM  Bepoblic,  and  without  it  we  wonld  not  be 
^'  known  and  read  <^  all  men"  as  one  nation  bat  %a 
severaL 

If  thffli  the  Obnxch  established  by  our  Lord  is  a 
kingdom  and  consequently  a  society  strictly  one,  it 
must  have  one  government,  which  unites  the  mem- 
bers together,  and  is  the  principle  that  directs  them 
to  their  end.  This,  according  to  St.  Pan!  (Eph. 
iv:12),  was  the  reason  why  our  Divine  Savionr  es- 
tablished the  Hierarchy :  '^  For  the  perfSecting  of  the 
saints,  for  the  work  of  the  ministry,  for  the  edifying 
of  the  body  of  Christ."  "The  Church,"  says  St 
Cyprian,  "which  is  one  and  Catholic,  is  neither  sepa- 
rated nor  divided,  but  is  truly  connected  and  cemented 
by  the  adhesive  power  of  the  priesthood  united  wi&in 
itself."    (Ep.  69  ad  Flor.  Pupian.,  n.  8.) 

But  is  this  government,  which  the  very  nature  of  th6 
Church  as  instituted  by  Christ  demands,  a  monarch- 
ical onet  that  is,  did  our  Lord  ordain  that  his  Church 
upon  earth  should  have  one  universal  pastor,  one 
.  Visible  Head  by  whom  she  should  be  governed  as 
by  His  Vicar  f  This  is  the  great  question  upon 
which  every  thing  turns,  and  which  constitutes  the 
main  point  of  controversy  between  us  and  the  Rev. 
Chaplain  Steams.  To  this  question  we  answer  in 
the  affirmative,  and  this  wiU  be  proved  to  evidence  in 
the  Chapters  on  Ihe  "Primacy  of  Peter"  and  the 
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"  Sapremacy  of  the  Pope."  Here  we  will  be  satisfied 
with  quoting  a  few  testimonies  which  clearly  show 
that  this  was  "  The  True  Faith  of  our  Forefathers.'^ 
Thus  St.  Cyprian  asserts  that  '^  there  is  one  baptism, 
and  one  Holy  Spirit,  and  one  Church  founded  in  the 
■  source  and  nature  of  their  imity  on  Peter  by  Christ 
our  Lord  ^  (Epist.  70  ad  Januar.,  n.  3),  and  elsewhere 
he  says:  "To  Peter  first,  on  whom  he  built  the  Church, 
and  from  whom  he  instituted,  and  showed  that  unity 
should  spring,  the  Lord  gave  that  power,  tha%  what- 
soever he  should  loose  on  earth,  should  be  loosed  in 
heaven."  (Epist.  ad  Jubaian.,  n.  7.)  St.  Optatus  ad- 
dressing the  Donatists  says :  '^  You  cannot  deny  that 
you  know  the  Episcopal  Chair  to  have  been  con- 
ferred on  Peter  first  in  the  city  of  Rome,  in  which 
Peter  sat,  head  of  the  Apostles,  whence  he  was  called 
Cephas  also ;  in  communion  with  which  chair  unity 
was  to  be  preserved  by  all.''  (De  Schism.  Donat.,  1. 
2,  n.  3.)  St.  Ambrose  declares  that  Christ  appointed 
Peter  to  feed  the  lambs  and  the  sheep  "  in  order  that 
he,  who  was  the  more  perfect,  might  have  the  gov- 
ernment." (In  Lucam.  1. 10,  n.  176.)  St.  Chrysostom 
affirms  that  our  Lord  gave  to  Peter  "  the  presidency 
over  the  brethren  "  and  "  placed  this  man  over  the 
entire  world."  (In  Joan.  hom.  88,  n.  2,  et  hom.  35,  in 
Matth.  n.  2.)  The  great  St.  Basil  repeats  the  same: 
Christ,  he  says,  "  appointed  Peter  to  be  the  shep- 
herd of  his  Church  after  himself"  (Const.  Mon.  22, 
3* 
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n.  5),  and  St.  Jerome  assignd  the  reason  why  oat 
Lord  constitnted  a  head  for  his  Church.  "  One,"  he 
tells  ns, ''  is  chosen  amongst  the  twelve,  that  a  head 
being  established,  the  occasion  of  schism  may  be 
removed "  ( Adver.  Jovin.  L  1,  n.  26). 

As  Dr.  Steams  has  boldly  declared  (p.  115)  those 
Fathers  to  be  '^  off  the  track  ^  who  commenting  on  the 
words  of  onr  Lord  (Matth.  xyi:18)  explicitly  teach 
that  Peter,  and  the  rock,  on  which  the  Church  waii 
bnilt,  are  one  and  the  same,  thereby  maintaining  the 
Primacy  of  Peter  j  so  we  most  not  be  alarmed  if  we 
find  him  as  boldly  maintaining  these  Fathers  to  be 
"off  the  track,''  who  openly  affirm  that  Christ  insti- 
tated  a  visible  head  for  his  Church. 

It  seems  almost  superfluous  to  remark  that  this 
unity  of  government,  which  according  to  Scripture 
and  our  Forefathers  is  a  mark  of  the  true  Church  of 
Christ,  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  Protestant  sects,  taken 
collectively  or  separately ;  for  it  is  an  undisputed 
fact  that  they  have  no  ecumenical  head,  and -that 
not  only  does  sect  differ  from  sect,  but  each  partio* 
ular  denomination  i^  divided  into  two,  or  more 
independent  or  conflicting  branches.  Hence  the 
inevitable  conclusion  that  the  Protestant  sects  taken 
collectively  or  separately  are  not  and  cannot  be 
the  true  Church  of  Christ.  It  is  equally  evident  that 
the  only  Church  in  which  this  unity  of  Government 
18  found  is  the  Catholic  Church.     "  All  the  members 
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of  tlie  Vast  body  of  Oatholie  dmstianB,''  says  tlie  Arch* 
bishc^  (p.  30),  '^  are  as  intimatelj  tinited  to  one  yisible 
Obief^  as  tibe  meinb^s  of  the  hmnaB  body  are  joined  to 
the  head.  The  laithfol  df  each  pariah  are  subject  to 
tiieir  immediate  PasttHr.  Each  Pastor  of  Christendom 
is  siibo^rdiBate  to  his  Bishdp;  Mid  eaeh  Bishop  of 
Christendom  acknowledges  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Bishop  of  Rome,  the  Sncoeesor  of  St.  Peter  and  Head 
of  ^e  Catholic  Ohttrch.''  And  thns  all  Catholics  are 
oae  body  and  members  one  of  another. 

Though  St.  Clement  of  Alexandria  (Strom.  1.  7,  c. 
17),  declared  that  ^*  the  chief  dignity  (eminentia)  of  the 
Chtutoh,  like  the  principle  of  construction,  reposes 
upon  its  Unity,  which  surpasses  all  other  things,  and 
has  nothing  like  tmto  it,  nothing  equal  to  it;^  Dr. 
Steams,  in  order  to  prove  that  the  Church  of  Christ 
upon  earth  has  no  yisible  Head,  tells  us  (p.  9),  that 
'^ihe  Church  is  one  as  the  Masonic  Fraternity  is  one; 
Now  the  unity  of  this  latter  is  a  yisible  unity,  ^  known 
and  read  of  all  men,'  and  yet  it  has  no  ecumenical 
head,  but  only  a  national  head  to  each  national  or- 
ganization.   Plainly,  then,  a  yiilbld  earthly  head  is 
not  necessary  to  the  yisible  unity  of  the  yisible 
Ohuroh.''     The  Bey.   Doctor  has  a   peculiar  and 
enyiable  knack  of  seeing  eyerything  ^TainZ^,  and  yet, 
tinrcdnle  ^UctUj  h^  did  not  see  that  his  whole  aigument 
rested  on  a  proposition  which  is  ptaihl^  false.     The 
Chords  of  ChrilSt  is  not  one  as  the  Masonic  FraJt^tcit^ 
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is  one.  The  latter  is  not  one  society j  but,  as  Dr. 
Steams  himself  informs  us,  is  only  an  agglomeration 
of  many  independent  national  sodeties  or  associations. 
Likewise  the  different  tribes  of  Indians  do  not  form 
one  great  society  or  nation,  simply  because  they  have 
no  ecmnenical  head.  On  the  contrary,  the  Church 
of  Christ  upon  earth  is  one  visible  society,  and  whether 
the  gentleman  from  Easton  is  willing  to  admit  it  or 
not,  it  follows  as  an  imperatively  necessary  conse- 
quence that  a  visible  society  cannot  be  one,  without 
one  visible  head.  Christ  formed  no  monster,  and 
the  work  of  His  hands  would  indeed  have  been  a 
monster,  if  He  had  instituted  His  one  Church  as  an 
agglomeration  of  many  independent  and  contradictory 
Churches. 

But  the  Doctor,  heedless  of  all  else,  goes  on.  ''  The 
Church  is  one,"  he  says,  ''  as  the  race  is  one.''  If 
he  speaks  of  the  Church  to  which  he  happens  to  be 
attached,  he  may  be  right,  for  of  that  he  is  the 
better  judge;  but  if  he  speaks  of  the  true  Church 
which  Christ  has  founded,  he  is  certainly  mistaken. 
For  Christ's  Church,  from  the  very  nature  of  its  insti- 
tution, was  to  constitute  one  visible  society — and  most 
assuredly  the  race  does  not  constitute  one  visible 
society. 

Again  he  says :  ''  The  Church  is  one  as  ^e  family 
is  one."  The  simile  is  more  exact,  and  if  the  author 
had  kept  on  with  his  comparisons,  according  to  the 
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Tilled  of  geometrical  progression,  he  might  have  s^xk& 
the  golden  vein  of  troth.  We  say  the  simile  is  mcxce 
coaedt,  but  if  it  prov«  anything,  it  is  in  our  £a.vor. 
Oaa  Dr.  Steams  imagine  one  visible  family  without 
one  visible  head,  no  matt^  how  many  ''in  the 
•clrarc^yard  lie'^f  When  the  father,  the  nattiral 
iMad  of  the  family,  dies,  some  one  else  has  totkke  his 
jpliaoe;  otherwise  the  family  ceases  to  exist,  as  a  family 
<—- because  inthoiit  a  head  of  a  family,  there  is  no 
lloffiger  domestic  society. 

''  In  conclusion,"  says  the  Rev.  Chaplain  (p.  16), 
'^tmity  depends  on  faistorie  continuity.''  According 
%^our  £riead,  any  Ohurch  can  be  the  Church  of  Christ, 
although  **  severed  from  the  pareint  stock,''  provided 
it  have,  like  a  "ronner"  of  "a  sarmentose  vine," 
an  iden^ty  of  origin,  no  matter  what  it  teaches,  ot 
kow  it  worships.  For  he  informs  us,  in  the  words  of 
t>t.W.  D.Wilson  (Church  Identified,  N.Y.,  1850), 
that  ^  it  is  not  because  the  Church  is  Episcopalian, 
or  Presbyterian,  because  it  worships  with  or  without 
a  liturgy,  nor  for  any  other  peculiarity  of  doctrine  or 
oiganiisation  that  it  is  said  to  be  the  Church  that  our 
Lord  'purchased  with  his  own  blood.' "  In  this,  as 
in  other  cases,  the  Doctor  does  not  condescend  to 
prove  his  opinions,  imagining,  no  doubt,  that  his  per- 
sonal authority  is  quite  sufficient  to  settle  the  matter, 
even  if  it  be  against  the  explicit  teaching  of  our  Fore- 
&thers.    Surely  when  Dr.  Steams  wrote  that  ^t9i»@a^ 
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he  had  not  before  his  mind  these  words  of  St.  Cyp- 
rian :  "  God  is  one,  and  Christ  is  one,  and  his  Ghoich 
is  one,  and  the  faith  is  one,  and  the  people  is  one, 
joined  into  the  solid  tinity  of  [one]  body  by  the  glue 
of  concord.  Unity  cannot  be  sundered,  nor  the  one 
body  be  separated  by  the  dissolution  of  its  structure, 
nor  be  torn  in  pieces  by  the  rending  of  its  vitals. 
Whatsoever  is  parted  from  the  matrix  (Quidquid  a 
matrice  discesserit)  cannot  live  and  breathe  in  a  state 
of  separation,  it  loses  its  principle  of  health.^  (De 
Unit.  Eccles.  n.  23.) 

In  the  course  of  this  chapter,  we  have  purposely 
passed  over  some  of  Dr.  Stearns's  remarks,  for  the 
simple  reason  that  they  have  no  connection  whatever 
with  the  subject.  But  the  parting  thrust  that  the 
Reverend  Gentleman  gives  the  "  step-mother,^'  the 
Church  of  Kome,  merits  a  little  attention :  it  is  so 
ridiculous  and  ill-natured  at  the  same  time.  This 
false  parent,  exclaims  the  indignant  D.  D.  (p.  10), 
excommunicates  and  sends  to  hell  even  those  who, 
by  the  misfortune  of  their  birth  and  education,  are  in 
formal  but  not  wilful  schism,  though  sometimes, 
*^  when  it  suits  her  purpose,  she  makes  allowance  for 
what  she  calls  invincible  ignorance  J'  Here  he  grows 
tender,  and  we  feel  the  tears  rising  to  our  eyes  as  we 
read  his  touching  little  anecdote,  which  we  cannot 
help  introducing,  even  although  it  is  entirely  out  of 
place,  both  here  and  in  his  volume :  '^  Some  of  her 
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children  better  her  instradions.  Said  the  late  Bishop 
WilbBrforoe  to  his  servant  girl :  '  How  is  it,  Bridget, 
that  yon  are  so  attached  to  me,  and  yet  you  believe 
that  I  shall  go  to  hell  when  I  die  P  '  Oh,  I  don't 
believe  it.*  ' But  bow  am  I  to  be  saved  V  'You  will 
be  saved  by  your  invincible  ignorance/  Bridget's 
heart  was  better  than  her  head :  Eome's  heart  is 
worse  than  her  head,  and  that  is  saying  a  great  deal.'' 
The  Doctor  forgets  to  add  whether  he  meant  a  great 
deal  of  sense  or  a  great  deal  of  nonsense.  We  shall, 
therefore,  use  our  right  of  private  judgment  in  deter- 
mining. If,  before  sitting  down  to  write  on  a  sub- 
ject,  about  which  he  knows  absolutely  nothing,  he 
bad  taken  the  trouble  to  consult  our  theologians ;  he 
would  not  have  shown,  here  and  elsewhere,  an  igno- 
rance of  our  real  tenets  that  is  simply  marvellous  in 
one,  who  puts  himself  forward  as  a  champion  against 
the  claims  of  the  Catholic  Church  5  and  he  would  have 
learnt^  for  the  first  time,  it  seems,  that  the  Catholic 
Church  does  not  "  make  use  of  what  she  calls  invin- 
cible ignorance,"  when  it  suits  her  purpose. 

It  is  a  fixed  doctrine  of  the  Church  that  those  here- 
tics or  schismatics,  whoever  they  may  be,  that  have 
lived  in  a  state  of  invincible  ignorance,  will  find  favor 
before  the  tribunal  of  the  Great  Judge,  provided  they 
die  in  the  state  of  sanctifying  grace.  And  this  is  the 
mmple  doctrine  which  our  learned  antagonist  tries  to 
distort  and  misrepresent^ 

"Since  be  kept  bia  mind  on  one  ooVe  ttuoi?^ 
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Wbetb^r  Dr.  Wilberforce  was  in  tMs  blessed  8tat&  or 
not,  it  was  scarcely  Bridget's  place  to  judge,  any 
more  than  it  woald  be  ours  to  determine  m]bh  regard 
to  the  narrator  oi  the  anecdote. 

But  to  return  to  the  subject,  from  wbicli  Dr. 
Stearns's  digression  has  drawn  us  aside,  we  offer  him, 
in  conclusion,  the  following  lines  from  St.  Cyprian: 
^  God  is  one,  and  Christ  is  one,  and  the  Chqrch 
one,  and  the  chair  one,  founded  by  the  Lord's 
word,  upon  a  rock.  Another  altar,  or  a  new  priest- 
hood, besides  the  one  altar  or  the  one  priesthood| 
cannot  be  set  up.  Whoever  gathereth  elsewhere, 
scattereth.  It  is  adulterous,  it  is  impious,  it  is  sacri* 
legions,  whatsoever  by  human  frenzy  is  instituted  so 
as  to  violate  a  divine  arrangement.  Far  fron  the 
contagion  of  such  men  d^art,  and  by  flying  shun 
their  discourse  as  a  cancer  and  a  plague;  according  to 
GU)d's  warning  word :  '  They  are  blind  and  leaders 
of  the  blind,  and  if  the  blind  lead  the  blind  both  fall 
into  the  pit.' "    (St  Cyprian,  Ep.  40  ad  plebem,  n.  5.) 


CHAPTER  IIL 

HOLINESS  OF  THB  CHURCH. 

Thb  Apostles'  Creed  expressly  enjoins  npon  the 
Christian  the  belief  in  the  Holiness  of  the  Church : 
« I  beHeve  in  the  Holy  Catholic  Church."  This 
alone  should  suffice  to  establish  her  claim  to  Holi- 
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ness  as  an  essential  and  distinctive  mark.  Moreover, 
is  she  not  the  spouse  of  Christ  who  is  sanctity  itself, 
and  the  master-piece  of  His  infinite  wisdom  and 
holiness?  Are  not  the  final  causes,  which  led  Christ 
to  establish  it,  namely,  the  promotion  of  God's  glory 
and  the  salvation  of  souls,  aims  eminently  holy? 
Her  origin,  then,  being  most  holy,  her  mission  most 
sacred,  nay  divine,  since  it  is  the  continuation  of  the 
mission  of  the  Kedeemer,  how  can  she  be  otherwise 
than  holy?  Mark  St.  Paul's  exalted  idea  of  the  Church's 
holiness:  "Husbands,  love  your  wives,  as  Christ 
also  loved  the  Church,  and  delivered  himself  up  for 
it:  that  he  might  sanctify  it,  cleansing  it  by  the 
laver  of  water  in  the  word  of  life :  that  he  might 
present  it  to  himself  a  glorious  Church  not  having 
spot,  or  wrinkle,  or  any  such  thing,  but  that  it 
should  he  holy,  and  without  blemish."  (Eph.  v:25-27.) 
This  beautiful  description  of  the  Church  fi:om  the 
inspired  pen  of  the  Apostle  is  foreshadowed  by  the 
Spouse  in  the  Canticles,  who,  charmed  with  her 
beauty,  exclaims :  "  Thou  art  all  fair,  O  my  love, 
and  there  is  not  a  spot  in  thee !"  (Cant.  iv:7.) 

Now  this  essential  mark  of  the  Church  of  Christ 
evidently  does  not  consist  in  the  mere  negation  of 
unholiness;  but  requires  that  by  means  of  lier  doc- 
trine and  through  the  administration  of  the  sacraments, 
the  Church  should  carry  on  the  work  of  Christ  and 

attain  the  end  for  which  she  was  instituted*,  uanksA.^*! 
4 
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the  Banctification  of  her  members.  Henoe  the  Church 
of  Christ  should  be  conspicuous  in  all  ages  by  the 
virtuous  lives  of  many  of  her  children.  We  say  "  of 
many  of  her  children,''  for  her  divine  Founder  did  not 
require  that  all  the  members  of  his  militant  Church 
should  be  distinguished  for  holiness  of  life.  The 
parables  descriptive  of  his  Church,  as  the  Archbishop 
well  remarked  (p.  46),  clearly  teach  us  that  the  good 
and  bad  shall  be  joined  together  in  the  Church  as 
long  as  her  earthly  mission  lasts.  The  Kingdom  of 
God  is  like  a  field  in  which  the  cockle  is  allowed  to 
grow  up  with  the  good  seed  until  the  harvest-time 
(Matth.  xiii:  24-30);  it  is  like  a  net  which  encloses 
good  fish  and  bad  until  the  hour  of  separation  comes 
(ibid.  47).  The  Church  is  the  great  house,  in  which 
there  are  not  only  vessels  of  gold  and  silver,  but  also 
of  wood  and  clay.  (II.  Tim.  ii:  20.)  That  this  also 
was  the  true  faith  of  our  Forefathers  is  manifest  fit)m 
the  following  words  of  St.  Augustine :  "  Let  the  mind 
recall  the  threshing  floor  containing  straw  and  wheat; 
the  nets  in  which  are  enclosed  good  and  bad  fish; 
the  ark  of  Noah  in  which  were  clean  and  unclean 
imimals ;  you  will  see  that  the  Church  from  now  until 
the  judgment  day  contains  not  only  sheep  and  oxen, 
that  is  faintly  lay-men  and  holy  ministers,  but  also 
ihe  beasts  of  the  field."  (In  Psal.  viii.  n.  13.) 

To  this  our  Rev.  friend  does  not  object  j  for  after 
quoting  the  concession  of  the  Archbishop  that  there 
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are  members  of  tlie  dmrch  wlio  are  sources  of  melan- 
clioly  scandal;  he  himself  admits  (p.  19)  that 
'^  this  does  not  militate  against  the  holiness  of  the 
Church.'*  To  us,  however,  the  reason  which  he 
assigns  is  unintelligible.  "  The  Church/'  he  says, 
"  is  holy  in  tefea."  What  does  the  Doctor  mean  by 
holiness  in  icfeaf  Is  it  a  new  theory?  One,  perhaps 
advanced  to  evade  difficulties,  or  to  adapt  this  mark 
of  the  true  Church  to  his  own  establishment;  which  if 
not  holy  in  re,  i.  e,  if  not  possessing  an  actual,  visible 
and  efficacious  holiness  as  it  should,  according  to 
the  institution  of  Christ,  may  be  dubbed  holy  in  idea 
— «t  least  in  Doctor  Stearns's  idea. 

But  if  holiness  is  a  mark  of  the  true  Church,  the 
ehortest  way  to  ascertain  which  Church  may  lay  claim 
to  it,  in  preference  to  all  other  denominations,  that 
pretend  to  be  the  Church  of  Christ,  is  to  examine 
which,  in  the  lapse  of  ages,  has  produced  the  most 
abundant  fruits  of  holiness.  For  since  it  is  written 
(Matth.  vii:16),  "by  theii:  fruits  you  shall  know  them," 
that  Church  must  be  holy  and  in  preference  to  any 
other  have  a  just  claim  to  this  title,  which  has  pro- 
duced the  most  abundant  fruits  of  sanctity.  Now 
this  is  amply  verified  in  the  Catholic  Church,  which 
in  every  age  and  in  every  land  has  been  and  is  the 
fruitful  mother  of  saints.  To  be  convinced  of  this 
&ct  "  it  will  suffice,"  as  the  Archbishop  well  remarks 
(p.  42), "  to  look  at  our  Ecclesiastical  calendar,  ^\3i^ 
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is  not  confined  to  the  names  of  the  twelve  Apostles. 
It  is  emblazoned  with  the  list  of  heroic  martyrs  ^  who 
were  stoned  and  cut  asunder,  and  put  to  death  hy  the 
sword'  (Heb.  xi:37) :,  of  innumerable  confessors  and 
hermits,  who  left  all  things  and  followed  Christ  j  of 
spotless  Virgins,  who  preserved  their  chastity  for  the 
Elingdom  of  Heaven's  sake.''  All  the  saints,  even 
those  who  are  recorded  as  such  in  the  calendar  of  the 
Protestant  Church  of  England,  lived  and  died  faith- 
ful members  of  this  Catholic  Church. 

While  on  this  subject,  we  cannot  resist  the  tempta- 
tion to  introduce  a  few  lines  from  the  non-Catholic 
Cobbet's  "History  of  the  Reformation"  (Introd.  n. 
21);  written,  it  is  true,  in  the  author's  peculiarly  vio- 
lent style,  which  however,  in  the  present  instance  at 
least,  detracts  nothing  from  the  truth  of  what  he  as- 
serts so  vigorously.  "To  our  low-church  Prayer- 
Book,"  he  writes,  "  there  is  a  calendar  prefixed,  and 
in  this  calendar  there  are,  under  different  days  of  the 
year,  certain  names  of  hd^  men  and  women.  Their 
names  are  put  here  in  order  that  their  anniversaries 
may  be  attended  to  and  religiously  attended  to  by 
the  people.  Now,  who  are  these  holy  persons? 
Some  Protestant  Saints  to  be  sure.  Not  one; 
what,  not  St  LutheTy  nor  St.  Cranmer,  nor  St. 
Edward  VL,  nor  the  '  VIRGIN '  Saint  Elizabeth  f 
Not  a  soul  of  them;  but  a  whole  list  of  Popes, 
Catholic  Bi^ops,  and  Catholic  holy  persons,  female 
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as  well  as  male.  Several  Virgins,  but  not  the  'Vir- 
gin Queen '  nor  any  one  of  the  Protestant  race  f  and 
he  closes  his  paragraph  with  the  following  appropri- 
ate remark :  "  Here  is  the  Prayer-Book,  holding  up 
for  our  respect  and  reverence  a  whole  list  of  Popes, 
and  other  persons  belonging  to  the  Catholic  Church, 
while  those  who  teach  us  to  read,  and  to  respect  the 
contents  of  this  same  Prayer-Book  are  incessantly 
dinning  in  our  ears  that  the  Popes  have  all  been  An- 
tichrists and  that  their  Church  was,  and  is  idolatrous 
in  its  worship,  and  damnable  in  its  doctrines."* 

If  the  reader  has  ever  perused  Alban  Butler^s 
''Lives  of  the  Saints,"  he  could  not  fail  to  remark 
that  at  the  very  time  of  the  so-called  Reformation, 

*  This  calendar  with  the  names  of  "  Popes,  Catholic 
Bishops,  and  Catholic  holy  "persons,  female  as  well  as 
male''  is  prefixed  to  the  Book  of  Common  Praver  (King 
James),  Loudon — Barker,  1604 — to  the  Book  of  Common 
Prayer  for  the  use  of  the  Church  of  Scotland,  1637 — to  the 
Book  of  Common  Prayer  (Charles  II. )»  London,  163*2 — to 
the  Book  of  Common  Prayer  (Victoria),  London,  1844 — 
and  is  kept  to  the  present  day  in  England,  as  appears 
from  one  of  the  latest  editions  printed  at  Oxford  and  pub- 
lished by  II.  Brooks.    The  Book  of  Common  Prayer  "ac- 
cording to  the  use  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in 
he  II.  8.  of  America,"  besides  the  many  other  changes  to 
vhich  it  has  had  to  submit,  on  account  of  the  greater 
pirit  of  progress  which  characterizes  us,  has  been  de- 
rived of  this  calendar;  at  least  we  do  not  find  it  in  the 
fferent  editions  of  New  York  and  Philadelphia  we  have 
^fore    us.     The   American    Episcopalians   show  more 
rewdness  than  their  English  brethren.    It  must  be-  ex- 
mely  annoying  to  have  a  long  list  of  *^  Romish  "  saints 
ring  you  in  the  face  when  you  wish  to  pray. 
4* 
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she  was  remarkably  conspicaons  for  the  holy  lives  of 
many  of  her  members.  For  about  this  period  lived 
St.  Philip  Neriy  St.  Ignatius  of  Loyola,  the  founder  of 
the  Jesuits,  St  Charles  Borromeo,  St.  Teresa,  St. 
Cajetan,  St.  Peter  de  Alcantara,  and  many  others, 
whose  sanctity  has  been  attested  by  well-authenti- 
cated miracles.  Where  among  Protestants  will  you 
find  a  St.  Francis  Xavier,  the  Apostle  of  the  Indies? 
Where  a  Vincent  of  Paul,  a  Francis  of  Sales,  a 
Louis  Gonzaga,  a  Stanislaus  Kostka,  or  an  Al- 
phonsus  de  liguorit  Where  are  the  saints  which 
Protestantism  has  produced  since  the  sixteenth  cen- 
tury f  One  would  naturally  expect  to  find  them 
among  the  first  reformers,  the  founders  of  Protestant- 
ism. Are  Luther,  Calvin,  Zwinglius,  Beza,  Heniy 
VIIL,  etc.,  reckoned  amongst  the  saints  ?  History 
has  pronounced  its  verdict  and  affixed  a  dark  stigma 
to  their  memories.  Their  lives  were  far  jfrom  exhibit- 
ing that  holiness,  which  elevates  man  above  the 
things  of  earth.  But  we  shall  not  sully  our  pages  by 
depicting  their  shame. 

With  the  same  vigor,  as  in  former  ages,  and  with 
the  same  happy  result,  both  among  civilized  and  un- 
civilized nations,  the  work  of  sanctifying  goes 
steadily  on  in  the  Catholic  Church.  For  a  striking 
proof  of  this,  we  refer  the  reader  to  Mr.  T.  W.  Mar- 
shall, once  a  distinguished  clergyman  in  the  Estab- 
lished Church,  who,  in  his  '^Christian  Missions^" 
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portrays^  in  his  own  masterly  way,  the  marked  differ- 
ence existing  between  Catholic  and  Protestant  Mis- 
sions. 

We  congratulate  Dr.  Steams  npon  "  agreeing  cor- 
dially with  the  greater  part  of  what  the  Archbishop 
says  respecting  the  holiness  of  the  Church"  (p.  17). 
But  of  course  it  would  be  altogether  contrary  to  the 
Bev.  Doctor's  object  in  writing  his  book  to  agree 
totally  5  therefore  we  must  not  be  surprised  at  what 
follows.  "But,''  he  says  (ibid.),  "there  are  some 
things  that  cannot  be  permitted  to  pass  unchallenged." 
Of  course  not.  Let  us  see  what  these  objectionable 
points  may  be.  First  on  the  list  comes  the  Arch- 
bishop's estimate  of  the  books  of  piety  within  his  ow^ 
communion,  as  compared  with  those  outside  of  it.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Doctor,  the  Archbishop  is  wrong  in 
stating  that  one  would  search  in  vain,  outside  of  the 
Catholic  Church,  for  writers  comparable  in  unction 
and  healthy  piety  to  the  almost  inspired  "  Following 
of  Christ,"  to  the  "  Christian  Perfection"  of  Rodri- 
guez, etc.,  etc. 

We  have  not  much  reason  to  judge  either  favora- 
bly or  unfavorably  of  the  Doctor's  theoretical  or 
experimental  knowledge  of  books  of  piety  5  but,  in 
the  present  instance,  he  gives  us  no  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  he  is  eminently  skilled  in  either  one  or 
the  other.  For,  to  say  nothing  of  the  many  pious 
books  that  are  daUy  published  by  Catholid  \Txl\«r» 
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both  in  this  country  and  in  Enrope,  it  is  a  notorioos 
fact  that  the  '^  Following  of  Christ '^  has  been  edited 
hundreds  of  times  by  Protestants  themselves,  though 
as  the  Archbishop  has  justly  observed,  very  often  in 
a  mutilated  form.  We  have,  moreover,  before  ns,  at 
tho  present  writing,  a  list  of  books  of  piety  belonging 
to  an  "  Ascetic  Library  ^  for  the  use  of  members  of 
the  English  Church,  published  by  Kivingtons,  Lon- 
don, 1869.  Out  of  the  total  list,  which  is  to  be  found 
at  the  end  of  Vol.  JL,  the  names  of  eight  authors  are 
given,  and  of  these,  seven  are  Catholic  writers ;  and 
even  the  remaining  anonymous  works  have  incon- 
veniently Catholic  titles.  Thus  we  read  the  names 
of  two  Jesuits,  Bodriguez  and  Bourdaloue ;  and  then 
come  St.  Alphonsus  de  Liguori,  Luis  de  Grenada^ 
Ant.  de  Guevara,  etc. 

If  outside  of  the  Catholic  Church  writers  are  to 
be  found  comparable  in  unction  and  healthy  piety  to 
those  mentioned  by  the  Archbishop,  will  Dr.  Steams 
please  tell  us  why  these  Catholic  authors  find  a  place 
in  this  catalogue  t  We  can  only  explain  it  on  the 
ground  that  some  members  of  the  English  Church  in 
England  are  far  better  judges  of  ''unction''  and 
'*  healthy  piety,''  than  are  some  of  their  brethren  in 
America. 

The  Archbishop  says  that  he  does  not  aUude  to  the 
Book  of  Common  Prayer,  because  the  best  part  of  it  is 
a  translation  £x>m  our  MissaL    Here  the  Doctor  again 
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rises  to  his  wrath ;  he  cannot  permit  this  to  pass  im« 
diallenged — Whence  he  settles  the  question  to  his  own 
satisfaction,  by  a  bold  denial.  ^^  There  is  a  sl^ht 
mistake  here/'  says  the  exact  controversialist  (p.;  18). 
"The  'best  part  of  the  Prayer-Book,  outside  of  what 
comes  &om  Holy  Scripture,  is  a  translation  from  the 
early  Greek  Liturgies.'' 

Yes,  there  is  something  more  than  ^'  a  slight  mistake 
here,"  but  on  the  Doctor's  side.     The  assertion,  be  it 
remarked,  is  altogether  gratuitous,  stat  pro  rqfione 
iHjiluntas;  and  no  argument  is  brought  forward  in  its 
support,  except  the  Doctor's  personal  authority,  which 
a  little  experience  has  given  us  much  reason  to  dis- 
trust.    If  the  best  part  of  the  Book  of  Common  Pray- 
er is  a  translation  of  the  early  Greek  Liturgies,  let  us 
know  at  least  from  which  one  it  is  taken.     Accord- 
ing to  Rev.  W.  Palmer,  M.  A.,  of  Worcester  College, 
Oxford,  in  his  "  Origines  Liturgicee,  or  Antiquities  of 
the  English  Ritual,"  the  really  primitive  Liturgies  of 
the  Church  are  four  in  number :  1.  The  great  Oriental 
Liturgy  used  in  all  the  Christian  Churches  from  the 
Euphrates  to  the  Hellespont,  and  from  the  Hellespont 
to  the  Southern  extremity  of  Greece.     2.  The  Alex- 
andrian, from  time  immemorial,  that  of  Egypt,  Abys- 
sinia, etc.     3.  The  Roman.     4.  The  Gallican.    The 
nucleus  of  the  first  of  these  was  attributed  to   St. 
James,  and  there  was  also  another  much  resembling  it 
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of  which  St.  Basil  was  called  the  author,  to  which  Si 
Chiysostom  made  additions. 

Will  Dr.  Steams  make  good  his  assertion,  first 
by  ishowing  us  what,  in  his  opinion,  constitutes  the 
best  part  of  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer :  and  sec- 
ondly by  telling  us  from  which  of  these  or  any  other 
Greek  Liturgies,  that  best  part  has  been  translated? 
We  have  tried  hard  to  verify  the  Doctor's  words;  and 
we  can  vouch  for  it,  that  his  eflforts  will  be  as  fruit- 
less as  our  own,  even  if  he  devote  the  remainder  of 
his  days  to  the  sole  study  of  the  original  Greek 
Liturgies. 

"  Certain  Episcopalians,'^  says  A.  Bede  (Letters  to 
an  Episcopalian,  Lett.  1),  "  do  not  like  to  admit  that 
the  most  beautiful  portions  of  their  much  lauded 
Prayer-Book  are  derived  from  Eoman  Catholic 
sources,  and  they  try  very  hard  to  evade  the  disa- 
greeable truth  by  laboring  to  show,  that  these  devo- 
tions are  taken  from  more  ancient  sources.  This  is 
a  miserable  quibble,  and  unworthy  of  a  Christian  or 
a  scholar.''  Dr.  Lingard,  in  his  History  of  England 
(chap.  1.  Edward  VL),  says:  "Taking  the  Latin 
Missal  and  Breviaries  for  the  groundwork,  they  [the 
compilers  of  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer]  omitted 
fmch  parts  as  they  deemed  superfluous  or  superstitious, 
translated  others,  and  by  numerous  additions  and 
coirectionB  endeavored  to  meet  the  wishes  of  the  new 
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te^i.<3liers,  without  shocking  the  belief  or  the  prejudices 
of*  "their  opponents.'' 

Xut  does  not  Dr.  Steams  know  that  this  is  admit- 
ted by  the  most  candid  Protestant  historians  t     Is  he 
not;  aware  that  by  his   denial  he  puts  himself  in 
ooxxtradiction  to  a  Bishop  of  his  own  communion  t 
I^r.  Short,  the  Anglican  Bishop  of  St.  Asaph,  pub- 
lislied  a  "  History  of  the  Church  of  England.''     We 
h^^-ve  before  us  the  edition  of  1869.  (London,  Long- 
ttxa^ns,  Green  &  Co.)     Here  are  his  precise  words: 
"  In  giving  an  account  of  the  Common  Prayer-Book, 
it  'will  be  more  correct  to  describe  it  as  a  work  com- 
piled from  the  services  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  or 
rather  as  a  translation  of  such  portions  of  them  as  were 
^rec  from  all  objection,  than  as  an  original  composi- 
^on,  .....     On  the  whole,  the  book  forms  a  con- 
iiecting  link  between  the  Missal  and   the  Prayer- 

^ook  [the   Salisbury  Hours] almost  the 

^^^ole  of  it  was  taken  from  different  Boman  Catholic 
^^rvices,  particularly  those  after  the  use  of  Salisbury, 
^Hch  were  then  generally  adopted  in  the  South  of 
^^gland :  and  the  principle  on  which  the  compilers 
proceeded  in  the  work  was  to  alter  as  little  as  possi- 
ble '^hat  had  been  familiar  to  the  people  "  (Appendix 
E.  to  chap.  xvi.  §  741).  The  italics  above  are  our 
own  :  the  Bishop  probably  thought  his  statement  too 
^ell  known  to  require  any  particular  emphasis.  This 
testimoiyr  shonld  be  conclusive :  it  ixngta  "b^  c.otl« 
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firmed,  if  anything  so  clear  can  need  confirmation^ 
from  the  admissions  of  many  other  Protestants, 
Soames,  for  instance,  and  others — but  we  have  said 
more  than  enough  to  expose  the  rashness  of  the  Eev. 
Doctor's  denial.* 

But  the  challenging  process  has  not  finished  yet. 
Dr.  Steams  calls  in  question  the  truth  of  the  following 
passage.  The  Archbishop  (p.  45)  says :  "  The  Church, 
walking  in  the  footsteps  of  her  divine  Spouse,  never 
repudiates  sinners,  nor  cuts  them  ojff  from  her  fold,  no 
matter  how  grievous  or  notorious  may  be  their  moral 
delinquencies ;  not  because  she  connives  at  their  sins, 
but  because  she  wishes  to  reclaim  them.  She  bids  them 
never  to  despair,  and  tries,  at  least,  to  weaken  their 
passions,  if  she  cannot  altogether  reform  their  lives.'' 
If  Dr.  Steams  had  read  the  preceding  paragraph, 

*  Rev.  W.  Palmer,  whom  we  have  quoted  above,  is  not 
quite  80  dognlatic  as  our  opponent.  According  to  Mr. 
Calmer:  ^'Tbe  great  part  of  oar  formularies  are  actually 
translated  from  the  Lntiu  and  Greek  Bituals.''  The 
primitive  Latin  Bituals,  according  to  him,  are  the  Roman 
and  Galilean:  and  both  constitute  Roman  Catholic 
sources.  Bishop  Hopkins,  the  Episcopal  Bishop  of  Ver- 
mont, in  his  "  End  of  Controversy,  Controverted  "  (Lett. 
20),  acknowledges  that  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer  is 
taken  from  our  Rituals.  It  evidently  goes  against  the 
grain  for  him  to  make  this  confession :  for  he  half  excuses 
himself  for  telling  the  truth  by  saying  that,  "  The  Church 
of  England,  being  descended  from  the  Apostolio  stock 
from  the  beginning,  and  being  also  united  to  the  Church 
of  Rome  from  the  seventh  century,  held  the  whole  of 
the  previous  Ritual  and  practice  as  common  property." 
'*  Ay,  too  common.'^ 
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he  wodld  liave  seen  how  Ms  challenge  is  a  mere 
waste  of  intellectaal  force,  '^vexat  censnra  columbas." 
In  that  paragraph  the  Archbishop  shows  that  the 
Chnrch  is  animated  with  the  epirit  of  her  Founder, 
Jesus  Christ,  "  who  came  into  this  world  to  save  sin- 
ners,^ and  not  to  disown  them  or  shake  them  off. 
Surely  the  Church  is  not  more  holy  than  her  Founder; 
and  if  His  holiness  was  not  sullied  l>y  contact  with 
sinners,  neither  is  that  of  the  Church  by  a  similar 
spirit  of  mercy  and  condescension.  We  must  not 
be  understood,  however,  to  say  that  the  Church  has 
not  the  light  to  excommunicate  nnners,  nor  that  she 
does  not  Sometimes  actually  excommunicate  them. 
One  of  the  last  acts  of  the  late  saintly  Pontiff,  Pius 
IX^  of  blessed  memory,  was  to  publish,  in  1869,  the 
Constitution  '^  ApostolicsB  Sedis,"  declaring  that  all 
Catholics  committing  certain  specified  sins  incurred 
igso  /ado  the  penalty  of  excommunication.  Fully 
aware  of  the  existence  of  this  Coustitution,  our  beloved 
Archbishop,  ia  iheprtnted  faculties  which  he  gives  to 
the  priests,  communicates  to  them  the  power  of  ab-  * 
solving  such  a^  had  incurred  this  excommunication. 

When,  therefore,  the  Archbishop  says  that  the 
Church  ''  never  repudiates  sinners  nor  cuts  them  off 
isorxi  her  fold,'^  he  does  not  mean  that  the  Church 
never  excommunicates  sinners.  He  who  would  impute 
8udh  a  doctrine  to  the  Archbishop,  or,  as  Dr.  Steams 

does,  to  the  Oatholio  Church,  would  ehowtba^  Vi<b^& 
5 


50        THE  TRUE  FAITQ  OF   OUR  FOREFATHERS. 

very  mncli  at  sea  in  matters  pertaining  to  Catholic 
theology.  The  Archbishop  simply  means  to  say,  that 
when  the  Church,  following  the  example  of  St.  Paul, 
ezcommnnicates  them,  ^^  that  the  spirit  may  be  saved 
in  the  day  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,"  she  never  aban 
dons  them,  nor  cuts  them  ojff  from  the  fold,  as  the  sur- 
geon cuts  off  the  putrid  limb ;  but  she  simply  separates 
them  until  grace  and  repentance  shall  have  touched 
their  hearts. 

*  *  While  the  light  holds  out  to  bum, 
The  vilest  sinner  may  return." 

In  commenting  on  these  words  of  the  Archbishop, 
"We  cannot  close  our  eyes  to  the  painful  fact  that 
too  many  of  them  [members  of  the  Church]  are 
sources  of  melancholy  scandal;"  Dr.  Steams  explicitly 
and  emphatically  avows  (p.  19)  that  "this  does  not 
militate  against  the  holiness  of  the  Church."  If  so, 
why  does  he  waste  six  pages  in  recounting  highly- 
colored  stories  taken,  of  course,  from  bigoted  Protec- 
tant and  infidel  newspapers,  and  from  the  authority  of 
some  imnamed  CathoHo  priest  j  which,  even  if  trae, 
would  not,  according  to  his  own  confession,  "  militate 
against  the  holiness  of  the  Church"! 

Our  Bev.  opponent  informs  us  that  he  "  is  glad  to 
see  that  the  Archbishop  (p.  47)  admits  that  a  reforma- 
tion was  needed  three  hundred  years  ago."  It  might 
be  uncharitable  to  check  his  joy ;  hence  we  endorse 
folly  the  Archbishop's  staiiement,  calling  attention. 
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however,  witli  Dr.  Milner  (End  of  Controversy,  Lett. 
21),  to  the  exaggerations  of  some  Protestants,  who  are 
accustomed  to  paint  in  the  most  frightful  colors  the 
alleged  depravity  of  morals  in  the  sixteenth  century. 
A  reform  was  needed,  aoid  thanks  to  the  ever-watch- 
ful Providence  of  God,  through  the  powerful  action  of 
the  Council  of  Trent,  a  "sweeping''  reformation  actu- 
ally took  place.  Of  the  unworthy  members  who  needed 
reformation,  some  were  curable,  and  they  remained 
in  the  Church  of  their  Forefathers ;  others  were  in- 
curable, and  they  either  separated  themselves  or  were 
separated  from  the  spotless  Church  of  Christ.  These 
unfortunate  men,^  driven  away  from  the  society  of  the 
just,  and  unable  to  bear  the  restraints  of  the  Gospel — 
men  steeped  in  licentiousness  and  every  nameless 
vice— established  for  themselves  an  heretical  and 
schismatical  Church.  We  have  no  wish  or  intention  to 
hurt  the  feelings  of  our  dissenting  brethren,  many  of 
whom  we  respect  for  their  high  moral  virtues;  we 
speak  only  of  the  pseudo-reformers  of  the  sixteenth 
century,  the  fathers  of  Protestantism, 


CHAPTER  IV. 

CATHOLICITY   OF  THE    CHUKCH. 

Ik  the  two  preceding  chapters  we  have  vindicated 
the  true  meaning  of  the  unity  and  holmes.^  oi  ^^ 
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Cbiirch  from  the  misrepresentations  of  onr  Rev.  ftft 
versary.  It  is  instructive  to  notice  how  the  Dbctor,  fol- 
lowing in  the  footsteps  of  more  eminent«,nd  scholarly 
controversialists  of  his  own  6reed,  seeks  to  pervert 
the  scriptural  notion  of  these  essential  marks  so  as  to 
make  them  suit  his  own  particulat  establishment. 
Thus  we  have  seen  how  Dr.  Steams,  finding  in  the 
Protestant  Church,  and  especially  in  the  Episcopid 
branch  of  it,  no  other  unit  j  than  that  of  the  Masonio 
Fraternity,  boldly  maintains,  against  the  clear  doctrine 
of  the  Scripture  and  the  express  teaching  of  th^ 
Fathers,  that  "the  Church  is  one  as  the  Masonie 
Fpatemity  is  one''  (p.  9).  Again,  perceiving  that 
his  sect  could  offer  no  claim  to  that  actual,  visible 
and  efficacious  holiness  which,  as  we  have  proved, 
must  be  a  mark  of  the  true  Church,  he  cour- 
ageously surmounts  the  difficulty  by  telling  ns  in 
serious  earnest  (for  the  Doctor  appears  to  be  in  no 
festive  mood  when  he  wrote  that  chapter)  that  thb 
Church  should  of  course  be  holy,  but  only  in  ideA ! 
(p.  19). 

"With  a  happy  consistency  the  same  method  has 
been  adopted  in  the  present  chapter  on  the  Cath- 
olicity of  the  Church.  Seeing  that  Protestantism  in 
general,  and  Episcopalianism  in  particular,  possess 
no  title  whatever  to  actual  local  Catholicity,  he  de- 
fines, ex  cathedra  as  it  were,  that  this  local  extent  of  the 
Church  has  "  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  legiti- 
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rfoacy  of  its  claim  to  be  the  Catholic  Church ''  (p.  28), 
adding  his  favorite  illastration  that  '^  the  Church  of 
the  Creed  and  of  the  Bible  is  Catholic,  as  the  Masonic 
Fraternity  is  Catholic  ^'  (p.  32). 

In  the  present  chapter  we  shall  develop  briefly  the 
true  nature  of  Catholicity,  and  we  shall  prove,  by  the 
most  convincing  arguments,  that  the  actual  extent,  of 
the  Church  is  essential  to  its  claim  to  be  considered 
Catholic. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Catholicity  is  an  es- 
sential and  distinctive  mark  of  the  Church.  Thus, 
in  the  Apostles'  Creed  we  profess  our  belief  *'  in  the 
Holy,  Catholic  Church/'  Accordingly  we  find  the 
term  Catholic  employed  by  the  Fathers  as  a  distinc- 
tive mark  of  the  true  Church,  "We  shall  cite  only  a 
few  passages,  but  these  few  are  of  so  positive  a  nature 
as  to  su^Qlce  for  our  purpose. 

St.  Ignatius,  Bishop  of  Antioch,  writing  to  the 
Church  of  Smyrna,  says  (Ed.  Migne,  v.  5,  coL  714): 
"  Where  the  Bishop  is,  there  let  the  multitude  of  be- 
lievers be ;  even  as  where  Jesus  Christ  is,  there  is 
the  Catholic  Church  {ekeI  tj  KadoT^Lur]  EKKkTjaia).^ 
St.  Cyril,  Bishop  of  Jerusalem,  gives  the  following 
directions  to  his  pupils  (Cat.  18,  n.  26):  "If  ever  thou 
art  sojourning  in  any  city,  inquire  not  simply  where 
the  Lord's  house  is  (for  the  sects  of  the  profane  also 
attempt  to  call  their  own  dens  houses  of  the  Lord), 

nor  merely  where  is  the  Church,  but  wheiQ  \^  l\3ka 
5* 
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CcUholic  Churchy  for  tUs  is  the  peculiar  name  of  tU& 
holy  (Charch)  and  mother  of  us  all."  St.  Augustine 
(Contra  Epist.  Fund.  Cap.  4)  eloquently  declares: 
'^  Many  things  detain  me  in  the  bosom  of  the  Catho- 
lic Church.  .  .  The  name  itself  of  the  Catholic 
Church  heeps  me,  a  name  which,  in  the  midst  of  so 
many  heresies,  this  Church  alone  has,  not  without 
cause,  so  held  possession  of,  as  while  all  heretics  would 
fain  have  themselves  called  Catholics,  yet  to  the  in- 
quiry of  any  stranger,  ^  Where  id  the  meeting  of  the 
Catholic  Church  held?'  no  heretic  would  dare  to 
point  out  his  o^  basilica  or  house."  ' 

The  Archbishop  uses  this  very  argument,  but  Di, 
Steams,  probably  not  aware  that  it  is  taken  £rom  St. 
Augustine,  attempts  to  throw  ridicule  upon  it,  in  ft 
footnote  as  nnschola/rly  as  it  is  rude.  He  says  th6 
argument  is  "  meffdbly  siUif*  (p.  31 ).  If,  indeed,  it  bd 
so  very  "  ejlly/'  it  must  bfe  some  consolation  for  the 
Archbishop  to  know  that  St.  Augustine  had  employed 
it  before  him ;  While  Dr.  Steams,  having  no  one  to 
stand  sponsor  for  his  numerous  incoherencies,  is 
responsible  for  all  his  own  bad  logic. 

The  different  reasons  why  the  Church  is  called 
Catholic  or  universal,  are  clearly  set  forth  by  bur 
Lord,  speaking  to  his  Apostles  (Math,  xxviii.  19, 20). 
''Going,  therefore,  teach  ye  aU  nations^  baptizing 
them  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and 
of  the  Holy  Ghost,  teaching  them  to  observe  oS 
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fkingSy  whatsoever  I  liave  commanded  you:  and 
l)eliold  I  am  with  you  aU  daySj  even  to  the  cotisumma- 
tion  of  the  world."  According  to  these  words  <rf 
Christ,  the  Church  was  to  be  spread  throughout  the 
whole  world,  it  Was  to  teach  aU  truth,  and  to  last 
throughout  all  time.  Its  Catholicity,  therefore,  is 
threefold— Catholicity  of  extension — Catholicity  of 
doctrine— and  Catholicity  of  duration. 

We  have  abeady  spoken  of  the  Catholicity  of 
doctrine  (chap,  ii.) :  we  shall  speak  later  on  of  the 
Catholicity  of  duration  (chap,  vi*),  which  is  also 
called  the  perpetuity  or  indefeotibility  of  the  Church  | 
in  the'present  cha{)ter  we  shall  confine  our  remarks 
to  the  Catholicity  of  extension  or  number,  which  is 
properly  called  the  Catholicity  of  the  Church. 

Catholicity  implies  a  multitude  of  members  and 
the  di&sion  of  these  members  throughout  the  world. 
For  a  society  made  up  of  many  members  but  circum- 
scribed within  the  limits  of  one  country,  like  the 
Chinese  Empire;  or  a  society  widely  diffiosed,  but 
eonsisting  of  only  a  few  members,  cannot  be  called 
Catholic,  at  least  not  preeminently  such,  as  we  con- 
tend the  Catholic  Church  must  be. 

It  may  be  well  to  remark  here,  that  a  simple  diffu- 
Bion  throughout  all  nations  is  not  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute Catholicity,  as  Dr.  Steams  seems  to  think,  when 
he  tells  us  that  the  Church  "  is  Catholic  as  the 
Masonio  Fraternity  is  Catholic"  (p.  32)-,  bu^ixxxHket- 
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more,  tlie  society  or  Ghurcli  so  diffused  mnst  have  an 
identity  of  Faith  and  of  Government : — Catholicity 
aiiid  Unity  in  faith  and  government  thus  stand,  or 
fall  together.  A  Church  might  be  One,  without 
being  Catholic,  but  it  cannot  ,be  Catholic  without 
being  One,  in  faith  and  government. 

Let  us  now  come  to  the  point  at  issue  between. 
ourselves  and  Dr.  Steams.  Is  the  actual  extent  of 
the  Church  essential  to  its  claim  to  b^  Catholic  t 
We  answer  it  is,  Doctor  Stearns,  of  course,  in  self- 
defence  declares  (p.  28),  that  this  local  extent  '^  haf 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  legitimacy  of  its 
claim  to  be  the  Catholic;  Churck"  Iq. other  words 
we  say  that  the  true  Church  must  be  diffused 
throughout  the  world;  Dr.  Steams  maintains  that 
it  is  sufficient  for  it  to  be;  diffusible.  Our  Rev.  Mend, 
as  usual,  does  not  even  allude  to  the  Scriptural  proofs, 
brought  forward  by  the  Archbishop.  If  the  Arch- 
bishop's arguments  fLx>m  the  Scripture  do  not  prove 
that  the  Church  must  be  actually  diffiised,  why  does 
the  Doctor  not  refute  them  ?  or  why  does  he  not  tell 
his  readers  that  the  Archbishop's  statement  is  gra- 
tuitous, as  is  too  often  the  case  with  his  own?  But 
let  us  examine  whether  the  Doctor,  who,;  as  he 
informs  us  elsewhere,  asserts  nothing  that  he  cannot 
substantiate  (p.  234),  has  given  us  a  picture  of  the 
Faith  of  our  Forefathers.  We  find  him,  from  the 
very  outset,  in  contradiction,  to  the  great  Doctors  of 
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the  Clititoli.  While  he  fearlessly  asserts  tliat  the 
Chnrch  can  be  Catholio  withont  being  actually 
diffused  tbronghont  the  world,  they  loudly  and  unan- 
imously proclaim  that  its  actual  diffusion  is  the  very 
reason  why  the  Church  is  called  Catholic. 

Thus  St.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  (Cat.  18.  n.  23),  says 
that  the  Church  '^is  called  Catholic,  because  it  is  dif- 
fused throughout  the  world  (dia  rb  Kara  rcdarig  elvai 
TTJg  oiKovfA€V7ig)  fix)m  one  end  of  the  earth  to  the  other.'' 
St.  Optatus  of  Mileyis  (De  Schism.  Donat.,  L  2,  n.  2); 
after  giving  Scriptural  proof  for  this  actual  extent  of 
the  Church,  concludes  with  the  following  words :  "  We 
have,  therefore,  proved  that  that  is  the  Catholic  Church 
which  is  diffused  over  the  whole  earth."    St.  Augus- 
tine says,  very  positively  (Ep.  52.  ad  Sever,  n.  1),  that 
^%e  Catholic  ChurcK  is  so  caUed,  because  it  is 
diffused  throughout  the  world.''    Again, 

*' If  your  Church,"  he  says  (Contra  Graudent,  L  2,  c. 
2),  '^is  Catholic,  show  me  that  it  spreads  its  branches 
throughout  the  world,  for  stuck  is  the  meaning  of  the 
word  Catholic" 

Surely  any  unbiased  reader  will  allow  that  the 
fathers  could  not  express  in  clearer  language  thai 
tbe  Chorch,  to  be  Catholic,  must  be  actually  diffused 
^^ughout  the  world. 

From  what  has  been  said  every  one  can  see  what 
^i^wer  is  to  be  given  to  the  Doctor's  question  (p.  29) : 
^  Why  does  be  [the  AichbiBfaop]  lug  into  ^^  dsSoAs- 
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tion  of  Catholic  as  employed  in  the  Greed,  an  actual 
local  universality  that  has  no  business  to  be  .there  t" 
The  Archbishop  lugged  it  in  because  he  found  that 
the  Fathers,  and  especially  St.  Augustine,  had  done 
so  before  him. 

Since  then,  actual  local  Catholicity  is,  according  to 
the  "True  Faith  of  our  Forefathers,''  a  mark  of  the 
Church,  it  is  simply  ridiculous  to  hear  Br.  Steams 
speaking  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  as  the 
"Holy  Catholic  Church."  We  can  with  reason  ask 
Dr.  Steams,  in  the  words  of  St.  Augustine :  "  if  your 
Church  is  Catholic,  show  us  that  it  spreads  its 
branches  throughout  thd  world,  for  such  is  the  mean« 
ing  of  the  word  Catholic.''  Dr.  Hopkins,  the  Prot- 
estant Episcopal  Bishop  of  Vermont,  in  his  "End  of 
Controversy,  Controverted"  (Lett.  22),  gives  the  fol* 
lowing  statistics : 

The  Church  of  Rome 128  mUlions. 

The  Protestant  Church  (of  which  the  Epis- 
copal is  hat  a  small  fraction).. 61  millions. 

The  Greek,  including  the  Russian 70  millions. 

Supposing  the  enumeration  to  be  correct*  as  "to 

tT- ■ -"■ 

*Dr.  Hopkins'  estimate  of  the  memhers  of  the  Catholic 
Church  is  far  from  heing  exact.  According  to  a  statistic 
of  Prof.  A.  Y.  Schem,  published  in  the  ^'  National  Alma- 
nac" about  the  time  Dr.  Hopkins  wrote  his  book  (1854), 
the  number  of  Catholics  at  that  time  was  182  millions. 
Probably  the  Episcopal  Bishop^  in  a  fit  of  mental  abstrac- 
tion, reversed  the  figures  and  wrote  28  instead  of  82, 
making  a  slight  change  of  54  millions,  nearly  equal  to 
the  total  number  of  all  the  Pr^testaot  sects  taken  to* 
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the  number  of  Roman  Catholics,  would  it  not  prove 
tliat  the  Protestant  Churches,  no  two  of  which 
have  a  unity  of  faith,  and  especially  the  Episcopal 
branch,  can  offer  no  claim  whatever  to  Catholici- 
ty T  Would  it  not  prove  that  in  accordance  with 
the  teachings  of  the  Fathers,  the  only  Church  that 
can  legitimately  be  called  Catholic,  is  the  Roman 
Church. 

The  Archbishop  then  could  well  say  (p.  .53): 
**  That  the  Roman  Church  alone  deserves  the  name 
of  Catholic  is  so  evident,  that  it  is  ridiculous  to  deny 
it''  "We  "  agree  cordially"  with  Dr.  Steams  (p.  30), 
that,  *'  if  it  is  ridiculous  to  deny  it,  it  is  equally  ridic- 
ulons  to  attempt  to  prove  it,''  and  we  should  never 
have  thought  of  doing  so.  But  the  Archbishop's 
greater  experience  had  taught  him  that  there  are  in 
lihe  world  men  ridiculous  enough  to  deny  it,  and  he 
has  Scriptural  authority  for  adapting  his  answer  to  his 
opponent  (Prov.  xxvi.  5). 

But  if  the  Church  to  be  Catholic  must  be  diffused 
throughout  the  world,  the  Doctor  wants  to  know 
(p.  28)  if  the  Church  of  Christ  was  any  the  less 
the  Catholic  Church  of  the  Creed  before  the  day  of 
Bentecost  than  after  it  j  any  the  less  the  Catholic 

gather,  according  to  his  own  statistic.  Tho  London 
''8cientifio  Miscellany '^  gives  tbe  Catholic  popalation  of 
Wie  world  as  over  254,000,000  (See  "  London  Tablet,"  Feb, 
7)1880). 


t 
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Church  before  St.  Peter  admitted  Cornelius  and  Jus 
household  into  it  than  after  their  admission  f 

We  answer — ^The  Church  at  that  time  wa^  the 
same  Church  which  is  npw  spread  all  over  the  world. 
At  that  time  she  was  endowed  with  that  Catholicity 
which,  agreeably  to  the  institution  of  her  divine 
Founder,  she  was  th&n  to  possess^  namely,  a  local 
extent  that  was  soon  to  expand  and  become  uni- 
yersal,  and  so- remain  one  of  the  essential  distinctive 
nu^rks  of  U.  divine  or^,>'ev.n  to 4l,e.  conson. 
mation  of  the  world,^  The  limbs  of  q.  i]tew-bom 
babe  are  not  as.,  folly  developed  as  th^y  will  'bee  ia 
the  mature .  years  of  manhood  y  y^et  this  devel^mup^ 
must  take  plac^—the- growth  of  jea;r^  nd^st.  ^ve 
us  the  perfect  form^  and  constitution  pf  the.  man.;. 

Now,  wa9  it,  the  wish  of  Christ,  that  the  Chmrch 
from  the  very  cradle  of  her  infancy  ^ould  be  diffi^sed 
over  the  whole  earth;  or  rather  was  it  not  m&  will 
that  the  Church  should  acquire. this  Oatholiqlty.  by 
jCajnying  out  the,  mission  &e  hj^  entrusted  tp  her  T 
iTie  words  addressed  by  our  lord  tp  His.  >^postle3 
after  His  resurrectipn,  '-^  Go  yp  into  the  whole  world, 
and  preach  the  Gospel  to  every  creature^-  (Mark  xvL 
15),  show  that  it  WQ^.^eyidenily' not;  His  intention 
that  the  Church  should  be  diffused  from  her  very 
birth  5  but  that  the  Apostles  .werp  to  go  forth,  and  by 
their  preaching  plant  the  faith  in  every  clime,  and 
spread  His  saving  doctrines  amongst  all  the  peoples 
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of  the  earth.  If  then,  the  Church  before  the  day  of 
Pentecost,  or  before  the  admission  of  Cornelius  into 
the  fold,  was  not  actually  difiused  throughout  the 
world,  this  was  simply  owing  to  the  peculiar  institu- 
tion of  Christ,  who  wished  that  the  Church  should 
acquire  this  actual  extent,  and  keep  it,  by  the  preach- 
ing of  God's  word  to  every  creature ;  and  we  know 
from  Scripture  how  the  Church,  following  out  Christ's 
instruction,  and  guided  by  His  divme  hand,  was  in  a 
short  time  spread  over  the  whole  world ;  so  that  St. 
Paul, writing  to  the  Romans  (i.  8),  could  say:  "your 
faith  is  spoken  of  in  the  whole  world";  and  St.  Jus- 
lin,  about  one  hundred  years  after  Christ,  tells  us  that 
there  was  no  race  of  men,  whether  Barbarians  or 
Greeks,  or  any  other  people  of  any  name  whatsoever, 
among  whom  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ  was  not  in- 
voked (Dial,  cum  Triph.,  n.  117).  "We  are  a  people 
of  yesterday,"  says  Tertullian  (Apol.  37),  "and  yet 
we  have  filled  every  place  belonging  to  you;  cities, 
islands,  castles,  towns,  assemblies,  your  very  camps, 
your  tribes,  companies,  palace,  senate,  forum !  We 
leave  you  but  your  temples," 

But  did  not  the  Church  cease  to  be  Catholic,  when 
the  Arian  schism  "soon  after  its  rise,  spread  rapidly 
through  Europe,  Northern  Africa  and  portions  of 
Asia"  ?  and,  if  so, "  did  the  all  but  universal  defection," 
asks  Dr.  Steams,  "make  what  remained  any  the  less, 

IB  the  Archbishop's  estimation,  the  Catholic  Ghvuto^i 
6 
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of  the  Creed  ^'^  (p.  28).  "We  are  astonislied  at  the 
sunplicity  of  such  a  question  from  an  eradite  D.D., 
who  must  be  so  thoroughly  conversant  with  the 
Fathers  of  the  fourth  century,  as  to  be  able  to  dis- 
tinguish a  mere  rhetorical  exaggeration  from  what 
are  the  real  facts  of  the  case.  The  following  testi- 
mony from  St.  Basil  will  show  that  we  do  not  assert 
gratuitously :  "  Stand  fast  in  the  faith,"  he  says,  "  look 
round  the  world  and  see  how  small  is  the  part  infected 
with  this  distemper  [Arianism],  while  all  the  rest  of 
the  Church,  which  from  one  end  of  the  world  to  the 
other  has  received  the  Gospel,  abides  in  this  sound 
and  unperverted  doctrine"  (Epist.  251,  n.  4).  But  what 
shall  we  say  of  the  ^' Athanasius  contra  mundumf 
We  prefer  that  St.  Athanasius  himself  should  answer, 
and  if  we  understand  him  aright,  it  would  appear 
more  correct  to  say  '*  Athanasius  cum  mundo.''  Here 
are  the  Saint's  own  words :  "  Know,  most  Godfearing' 
Augustus,  that  these  (truths)  have  been  preached 
from  the  beginning,  and  that  the  Fathers  assembled 
at  Nice  professed  the  same  faith,  to  which  all  the 
Churches  of  the  whole  world  gave  their  formal  adhe- 
sion {ravTTJ  avfii["ri(l)Oi  rvyxdvovoi  ndoai  al  navraxov 
Kara  ronov  iicKXriaiai)^  to  wit  (the  Churches),  of 
Spain,  Britain,  Gaul,  all  Italy,  Dalmatia,  Dacia,  My- 
sia,  Macedonia,  of  Greece,  and  of  the  whole  of  Africa, 
of  Sardinia,  Cyprus,  Crete,  Pamphylia,  Lycia,  Isauria, 
Egypt,  Lybia,  Pontus,  Cappadocia,  and  the  Eastern 
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ClmrclieB  that  are  nearest  to  us,  with  the  exception  qf 
a  few  {nape^  oXiyuiv)^  tliat  embraced  the  heresy  of 
Alius  (Epist.,  ad  Jovin,,  n.  2)  J'    We  smcerely  hope 
the  Eev.  Doctor  may  find  this  a  satisfactory  answer 
to  his  question  about  ^'  Athanasius  contra  mundum." 
'^  When  the  faith  was  lost  in  Sweden,  through  the 
influence  of  King  Gustavus  Y asa  .  .  •  when,  in  short, 
Ireland  alone,  of  all  the  nations  of  Northern  Europe, 
remained  faithful  to  the  andent  Church ;  was,  what 
was  left,"  asks  the  subtle  Doctor  (p.  29),  ''after  these 
wholesale  defections,  any  the  less,  in  the  Archbishop's 
estimation,  'the  Catholic  Church'  of  the  Creed f" 
The  Doctor  vexes  "  his  mind  with  femcies  dim : "  for 
the  Archbishop  had  ab*eady  answered  this  trite  and 
puerile  objection,  by  stating  (p.  56)  that  what  the 
Catholic  Church  lost  by  the  religious  revolution  of 
the  sixteenth  century  in  the  Old  world,  she  more  than 
regained  by  her  vast  conquests  in  the  East  and  West 
Indies,  in  North  and  South  America,    and  conse- 
i^nently  the  Church  was  no  less  Catholic  after  than 
before  the  sixteenth  century.    We  shall  give,  in  con- 
&iiiation  of  this,  a  few  lines  from  the  "  Christian 
Hissions"  of  T.  W.  Marshall,  vol.  1,  p.  214  (Sadlier, 
1865) :  "  When  the  Saint   (St.   Francis  Xavier,  a 
Miflsionary  of  the  Society  of  Jesus)  entered  the  king- 
dom of  Travancore,  he  found  it  entirely  idolatrous, 
))nt  when  he  left  it,  after  a  few  months  residence,  it 
^as  entirely  Christian.    Along  the  coast  he  founded 
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no  fewer  than  forty-five  cburclies.  In  the  island  of 
Moro  he  converted  the  whole  city  of  Yolo,  containing 
twenty-five  thousand  souls,  and  left  at  his  death  no 
fewer  than  twenty-nine  towns,  villages,  and  hamlets, 
added  to  the  kingdom  of  Christ,  and  subject  to  His 
law.''  Dr.  Steams  should  in  all  fairness  have  spoken 
of  the  "  wholesale  acquisitions ''  as  well  as  of  the 
"  wholesale  defections ;"  but  of  course  such  a  confes- 
sion would  have  spoiled  his  argument,  and  we  could 
not  reasonably  expect  him  to  do  that.  By  the  way, 
do  not  the  penal  laws  that  existed  in  England,  down 
almost  to  our  own  time,  prove  that  Dr.  Steams  has  ex- 
aggerated a  little  in  talking  of  the  wholesale  defec- 
tions ?  The  Doctor  would  do  well  to  read  up  the 
records  of  those  bloody  days,  and  he  would  see  from 
the  hundreds  who  preferred  to  die,  or  to  live  in  exile, 
or  to  give  up  all  their  earthly  goods  for  the  trae  faith 
of  their  forefathers,  that  the  picture  is  not  quite  so 
bad  as  he  would  like  to  paint  it. 

But,  elated  with  success,  the  jubilant  Doctor  goes 
on  with  his  characteristic  courage.  "  And  if  all  the 
nations  of  the  earth,  except  Spain,  were  to  revolt 
against  the  Pope,  and  every  individual  in  those  na- 
tions were  to  refuse  allegiance  to  him,  and  the  Pope 
himself  were  to  remove  his  See  from  Rome  to  Mad- 
rid, as  John  X.XII,  removed  his  from  Rome  to  Avig- 
non [italics  ours],  and  as  St.  Peter  is  said  to  have  re- 
moved his  from  Antioch  to  Rome,  would  the  Church 
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in  Spain  be  any  the  less,  in  the  Archbishop's  estima- 
tion, the  Gatholio  Ghnrch  of  the  Creed  V  'the  sen- 
tence is  not  a  long  one,  bat  it  would  be  hard  to  find, 
in  all  cnirent  literature,  so  much  fiction  and  nonsense 
piled  together  in  so  narrow  a  space. 
.  First  we  are  told  that  John  XXII.  removed  from 
Some  to  Avignon;  any  student  of  history  knows 
that  it  was  Clement  Y.  who  first  went  to  reside  in 
France.  Again  it  is  stated  that  the  Sovereign  Pon- 
tiff in  removing  from  Rome  to  Avignon  thereby 
transferred  his*See  to  the  latter  city.  Dr.  Steams 
ought  to  know  the  distinction  between  change  of 
residence  and  change  of  See,  It  is  not  true  that  the 
Pope  transferred  his  See ;  for  no  matter  where  the 
Pope  may  reside,  he  ever  remains  Bishop  of  Rome, 
and  such  shall  he  be  till  time  shall  be  no  more. 
Furthermore,  it  is  slyly  insinuated  that  St.  Peter 
never  was  in  Rome.  It  would,  of  course,  be  out  of 
place  to  enter  upon  a  discussion  of  that  subject  here. 
Its  proper  place  will  be  in  the  chapter  on  "  The  Pri- 
macy of  Peter,"  so  we  shall  only  offer  the  Rev.  Doctor 
the  two  following  testimonies  taken  from  Protestant 
writers.  Cave  (Hist.  Litt.  Script.  EccL,  Saec.  1,  art. 
Petrus)  says:  "It  cannot  be  denied,  m^^ou^  signal 
boldness  and  audacity,  that  St.  Peter  was  in  Rome  f 
and  Dr.  Whiston  says  that  none  but  weak  Frotestants 
pretend  to  deny  that  the  Saint  (Peter)  was  in  Rome  j 

''this  is  so  clear  in  Christian  antiquity  that  it  is  a 
6* 
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shame  for  a  Protestant  to  confess  that  it  has  ever  been 
denied  by  Protestants.''     (Memoirs,  London,  1750.) 

But  what  have  we  to  say  to  Dr.  Steams'  suppo- 
sition (p.  29)  of  all  the  nations  of  the  world  re- 
volting against  the  Pope  except  Spain?  Let  the 
Doctor  feel  assured  that  his  hypothesis  is  as  chime- 
rical as  are  some  of  his  facts.  As  it  has  never  been 
verified  in  the  past,  neither  will  it  ever  be  veri- 
fied in  the  future,  for  the  simple  reason  that,  accord- 
ing to  Christ's  words  and  institution,  it  cannot  be. 
We  shall  prove  this  in  our  chapter  on  the  indefecti- 
bility  of  the  Church. 

The  Archbishop,  to  show  that  we  are  Catholics  in 
reality  as  well  as  in  name,  brings  forward  an  illus- 
tration, which  we  think  very  apt  and  happy.  The  illus- 
tration^is  taken  firom  the  Vatican  Council,  opened  in 
1869,  and  presided  over  by  the  late  holy  Pontiff, 
Pius  IX,  Nearly  eight  hundred  Bishops,  represent- 
ing every  portion  of  the  habitable  globe,  attended 
the  opening  session.  This  vast "  numerosity  and  poly- 
ethnicality^  doeB  not  agree  with  the  gentle  Doctor — ^it 
only  adds  fuel  to  his  already  overheated  imagina- 
tion, and  in  the  excitement  of  the  moment  he  once 
more  bids  farewell  to  the  rules  of  moderation  and  of 
logic.  "Is  he  [the  Archbishop]  not  well  aware 
that  the  Council  of  Constantinople,  A.D.  381, 
which  accepted  and  enlarged  the  Nicene  Creed,  and 
which  is  universally  acknowledged  to  have  been  an 
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Ecnmenical  Council,  was  composed  of  one  hundred 
and  fifty  Oriental  Bishops,  with  not  a  single  Western 
Bishop  or  representative  of  a  Western  Bishop  among 
its  members  ?  Really,  it  is  time  to  have  done  with 
such  clap-trap''  (p.  29). 

Really,  we  subjoin  heartily,  it  is  more  than  time  to 
have  done  with  such  clap-trap,  for  we  are  pretty 
well  tired  of  it  already.  Supposing  what  the  Doctor 
Bays  about  the  Council  of  Constantinople  to  be  exact,* 
does  it  follow  that  the  Archbishop's  illustration  from 
the  Council  of  the  Vatican  is  not  well  chosen?  The 
Doctor  argues  thus:  The  Council  of  Constanti- 
nople does  not  illustrate  well  the  Catholicity  of  the 
Church.  Ergo  neither  does  the  Council  of  the  Vati- 
can.— ^Any  tyro  in  dialectics  could  tell  the  Rev. 
Divine  that  the  conclusion  is  altogether  too  big  and 
awkward  for  the  premise ;  and  therefore  the  argument 
falls  to  the  ground.  It  is  like  the  argument  used  by 
the  young  man  who  was  getting  prematurely  bald. 
When  his  friends  playfully  adverted  that  white  spots 

•It  is  not  however  exact.  For  prescinding  from  the  qnes- 
tion  whether  the  Council  of  Constantinople  was  assembled 
in  accordance  with  a  letter  of  Pope  Damasus,  it  is  a  fact 
known  to  every  student  of  Ecclesiastical  history  that  the 
Council  of  Constantinople  was  not  originally  Ecumenical, 
but  only  a  general  Council  of  the  Greek  or  Eastern 
Church.  And  if  at  a  later  period  it  was  ranked  among 
the  Ecumenical  Councils,  it  was  after  it  had  been 
received  by  the  Pope  and  the  Western  Bishops. — See 
History  of  Christian  Councils  by  C.  J.  Hefele,  D.D,, 
Edinburgh,  1871,  lutrod.  s.  3^  n.  2. 
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were  among  what  had  once  been  a  wealth  of  raven 
hair,  he  invariably  convinced  them  of  their  error  by 
assuring  them  a  priori  that  the  thing  was  impossible, 
for  his  great  grandfather  had  a  full  head  of  snow 
white  hair  only  at  the  advanced  age  of  eighty-four. 

The  Doctor  proceeds  with  his  usual  gentle  calm- 
ness, and  gives  us  an  example  of  what  he  elegantly 
calls  "clap-trap."  "And  what  but  clap-trap  is 
that  story  (p.  55)  of  European  emigrants  from  sunny 
Italy  who  found  themselves  at  home  in  the  Cathedral 
at  Richmond  f  Where  should  a  Boman  in  religion 
find  himself  at  home  but  in  a  Roman  Church  f  .... 
Would  not  a  number  of  Russian  emigrants  arriving 
at  New  York,  find  themselves  at  home  in  the  Greek 
Church  under  Father  Bjerring.  And  Father  Bjerring 
[the  Greek  priest]  is  a  welcome  guest  j  while  the 
Cardinal  Archbishop  in  New  York,  and  his  brother 
Metropolitan  in  Baltimore  are  ecclesiastical  intruders'^ 
(p.  30).  The  Cardinal  Archbishop  of  New  York 
and  his  brother  Metropolitan  of  Baltimore  are  eccle- 
siastical intruders! 

We  have  protested  that  we  have  no  intention  of 
following  Dr.  Steams  along  the  ignoble  path  he  has 
chosen  of  «pitefal  and  discreditable  invective.  But 
we  should  deem  ourselves  guilty  of  great  unkindness 
to  the  Rev.  Doctor  himself,  did  we  not  take  some 
notice  of  such  language.  On  more  than  one  occasion 
Dr.  Steams  has  not  hesitated  to  lower  himself  to  the 
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level  of  those  graceless  writers  who  believe  that  a 
sneer  is  an  argument,  and  an  insult  is  a  defence.  But 
he  must  have  blushed,  even  in  the  blind  impetu- 
osity of  his  ill-timed  and  uncalled-for  fury,  when 
he  styled  the  Archbishop  of  Baltimore  an  intriiderj 
whose  kindness  of  heart  and  noble  spirit  of  self- 
sacrifice  have  endeared  him  to  people  of  every  de- 
nomination. Is  he  an  intruder  who  labors  "in 
season  and  out  of  season  '^  to  spread  the  faith 
of  Columbus  throughout  the  length  and  breadth 
of  our  glorious  country  ?  Is  he  an  intruder  who, 
with  no  selfish  prospects  in  view,  but  with  toil  and 
self-denial,  labors  to  preserve  amongst  his  people  the 
faith  that  Lord  Baltimore's  first  followers  brought  to 
Maryland  ?  Is  he  an  intruder  who  propagates  the 
^Euth  of  those  whom  Washington  called  "  men  ani- 
mated by  the  pure  spirit  of  Christianity,  and  faithful 
Bubjects  of  our  firee  government  f '  Nor  did  Wash- 
ington look  upon  the  Archbishop  of  Baltimore  as  an 
Sntrader,  for  written  proofs  are  not  wanting  to  show 
the  esteem  in  which  he  held  the  Most  Rev.  John 
GanolL  But  there  was  nothing  small  about  Wash- 
ington ;  he  was  great  in  heart  as  he  was  great  in 
head. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

APOSTOLICITT. 

Our  Rev.  friend  begins  his  refutation  of  the  Arch- 
bishop's chapter  on  the  Appstolicity  of  the  Church  by 
some  long-winded  remark  about  the  NicepeorNicaeno- 
Constantinopolitan  Creed,  which,  according  to  his 
own  confession  (p.  33),  "  is  of  no  importance  as  re- 
spects the  subject  of  this  chapter."  As  it  is  not  our 
intention  to  waste  valuable  time  and  space  over  re- 
marks that  are  ^^  of  no  importance,"  we  proceed  at 
once  to  declare  the  true  nature  of  Apostolicity,  which 
constitutes  the  fourth  mark  of  the  Church  of  Christ. 
That  the  Church  is  essentially  ApostoliCy  must  be  be- 
lieved by  every  one  who  professes  to  be  a  Christian, 
for  the  Nicene  Creed  expressly  states,  "  I  believe  in 
the  One,  Holy,  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church." 

By  "Apostolic  Church"  is  meant  the  Church 
founded  by  the  Apostles,  which  has  descended  un- 
interruptedly and  continuously  from  their  age  down 
to  the  present  day.  It  must  then  be  the  very  same 
Church  established  by  the  Apostles — ^that  is  to  flay, 
it  must  be  the  same  identical  one.  It  is  not  enough 
for  it  to  be  similar  to  the  Apostolic  Church.  Identity 
and  similarity  are  two  very  different  things.  Antipholus 
pf  Syracuse  and  Antipholus  of  Ephesus  were  very 
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ramilar,  indeed,  bnt  they  were  not  identical ;  hence 
the  amnsing  comedy  of  errors.  This  identity  requires 
not  merely  a  sameness  of  origin,  but  also  a  sameness 
of  doctrine,  and  a  sameness  of  ministry ;  that  is  to 
say,  the  true  Apostolic  Church,  as  the  Archbishop 
well  observes  (p.  58),  must  teach  identically  the  same 
doctrines  taught  by  the  Apostles,  and  her  ministers 
must  derive  their  powers  from  the  Apostles  by  an  xm- 
intermpted  succession.  The  learned  Doctor,  with  a 
gracious  condescension  that  is  quite  unexpected,  ap- 
proves of  this  part  of  the  Archbishop's  ^octrine,  for  he 
patronizingly  says  (p.  33),  "The  Archbishop  rightly 
holds  that  the  'Holy  Catholic  Church '  of  the  Creed 
must  be  Apostolic  in  doctrine  and  ministry." 

For  a  ministry,  however,  to  be  Apostolic,  it  is  not 
sufficient  that  every  Bishop  and  Priest  can  trace  back 
his  genealogy  to  the  first  disciples  of  Christ ;  but  in 
addition  to  this  there  must  be  communion  with  the 
centre  of  unity ;  that  is,  subjection  to  the  visible  head 
of  the  Church  of  Crod.  This  second  condition  is  as 
essential  as  the  first :  for  a  ministry  not  in  communion 
with  this  centre  of  unity  cannot  be  the  ministry  of 
the  Christian  Church,  since,  as  we  proved  above 
(G.  II.),  that  Church  is  one,  not  only  in  faith,  but  also 
in  government  Consequently  a  ministry  which  does 
not  recognize  this  unity  of  government  is  necessarily 
Bchismatical — Whence  not  the  ministry  of  the  Church 
of  Christ    It  lequireB  no  great  powers  of  reafioiun^ 
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to  see  that  a  ministiy  which  is  not  the  ministry  of  the 
Church  of  Christ  cannot  be  Apostolic.  The  conclu- 
sion then  is  inevitable,  that  any  ministry  which  holds 
no  communion  with  the  centre  of  unity,  and  yet  at  the 
same  time  claims  to  be  Apostolic,  is  a  patent  seK- 
oontradiction. 

That  communion  with  the  centre  of  unity  is  ab- 
solutely required  for  an  Apostolic  Ministry,  and  cpn- 
sequently  for  the  Apostolic  Church,  can  be  very 
clearly  shown  from  the  writings  of  the  Fathers,  who, 
in  their  disputes  with  the  heretics,  always  appeal  to 
this  communion  with  the  centre  of  unity,  as  an  infalli- 
ble test  of  such  as  do  or  do  not  belong  to  the  true 
Church.  Thus,  St.  Irenaeus  (Adv.  hseres.  1.  3,  o.  3) 
says:  "  Pointing  out  that  tradition  which  the  greatest, 
and  most  ancient,  and  universally  known  Church  of 
Bome — ^founded  and  constituted  by  the  two  most 
glorious  Apostles,  Peter  and  Paul— derives  from  the 
Apostles,  and  that  faith  announced  to  all  men, 
which  through  the  succession  of  [her]  Bishops  has 
come  down  to  us;  we  confound  all  those  who  in  any 
way,  whether  through  self-complacency  or  vainglory, 
or  blindness  and  perverse  opinion,  assemble  other- 
wise than  as  behooveth  them.  For  to  this  Church, 
on  account  of  more  potent  principality,  it  is  neces-' 
sary  that  every  Church,  that  is,  those  who  are  on 
every  side  faithful,  resort;  in  which  (Church)  ever, 
by  those  who  are  on  every  side,  has  been  preserved 
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that  tradition  wbioh  is  from  the  Apostles."     St.  Op- 

tatos  of  Milevis  (De.  Schis.  Don.  L  2,  c.  2)  says: 

'^You  cannot  deny  that  you   know  the  Episcopal 

chair  to  have   been    conferred  on   Peter^  first  in 

the  city  of  Bome,  in  which  Peter  sat,  head  of  all 

the  Apostles,  whence  he  was  called  Cephas  also ;  in 

communion  wUh  which  chair  unity  was  to  be  preserved 

by  aUy  in  order  that  the  Apostles  might  not  maintain 

each  an  independent  chair  of  his  own ;  so  that  he 

ought  to  be  [considered]  a  schismatic  and  sinner,  who 

would  establish  any  other  in  opposition  to  that  one 

permanent  See."     St.  Ambrose  also  speaking  of  the 

Novatians  says:  '^They  have  not  the  inheritance 

of  Peter    who    hold  not    to    the    See   of  Peter, 

whidi   they  rend  by  their  impious  divisions"  (De 

Posnit.,  1.  1,  c.  7,  n.  33)  j   and  St.  Jerome,   who 

shall  be  our  last  witness,  repeats  the  same.     This 

great  Saint  and  Doctor  of  the  Western  Church,  thus 

addresses  Pope  Damasus  in  one  of  his  letters :  '^  I 

speak  with  the  successor  of  the  Fisherman,  and  the 

disdple  of  the    Cross.     Following  no    chief  but 

Christ,  I  am  joined  in  communion  with  your  Beati- 

tade,  *.  e.y  with  the  Chair  of  Peter.     On  that  rock  I 

Jonow  that  the  Church  was  buUL    Whosoever  shall 

eat  the  Lamb  outside  that  house  is  profane.     Who- 

4M>ever  does  not  gather  with  you,  scattereth ;  i.  e.,  he 

who  is  not  Christ's,  belongs  to  Antichrist"  (Epist.  15 

ad  DamasmPy  n«.  2).    In  other  wordsi  St.  Jerome 
7 
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says  liere  plainly  enough  that  all  who  belong  to 
Christ  and  to  His  Church  are  in  communion  with  the 
Pope ;  the  rest  belong  to  Antichrist. 

Dr.  Steams  cannot  deny  that  this  was  the  trae 
faith  of  our  Forefathers.  Let  him  then  avow  that  he 
has  departed  once  more  from  the  faith  of  those 
whom  he  professes  to  follow ;  let  him  acknowledge 
that  those  who  are  not  in  communion  "with  the 
greatest,  most  ancient  and  universally  known  Church 
of  Rome/'  according  to  St.  Irenaeus,  cannot  be 
counted  among  the  "faithful;"  that  for  the  same 
reason,  according  to  St.  Optatus,  "they  ought  to 
be  considered  schismatics  and  sinners.''  Let  him 
acknowledge  that  "not  holding  to  the  See  of  Peter,'' 
they  have  not,  according  to  St.  Ambrose,  "  the  in- 
heritance of  Peter  j"  and  that  not  being  in  com- 
munion with  the  Pope,  according  to  St.  Jerome,  they 
do  not  belong  to  Christ,  but  to  Antichrist. 

From  this  brief  exposition  it  must  be  evident 
that  no  Church  can  claim  to  be  Apostolic  which  has 
not  an  Apostolic  origin ;  whose  doctrines  differ  from 
those  taught  by  the  Apostles,  or  whose  ministry  cannot 
trace,  by  an  unbroken  chain,  its  authority  to  an  Apos- 
tolic source,  and  is  not  in  communion  with  the  centre 
of  unity  established  by  our  Lord.  AH  Christian 
'Churches  do  in  some  way,  at  least,  claim  to  be 
Apostolic ;  to  discover  which  one  among  so  many 
conflicting  claimants  is  truly  Apostolic^  we  must  dis- 
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cover  in  whioh  one  all  these  conditions  axe  verified. 
We  have  no  hesitation  in  affirming  that  a  little 
carefdl  inquiry  will  soon  show  that  the  Catholic 
Church  has  the  only  lawful  title  to  be  called  Apos- 
tolic. And  first,  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  has 
on  Apostolic  origin.  This  is  a  fact  which  cannot 
be  questioned.  Lardner,  a  Protestant  commentator, 
speaking  of  the  foundation  of  the  Church  at  Home 
by  St.  Peter,  makes  a  few  remarks  which  it  would  be 
well  for  Dr.  Steams  to  treasure  up  in  his  heart:  "  This,'' 
he  says,  ''is  the  general,  imcontradicted,  disinterested 
testimony  of  ancient  writers  in  the  several  parts  of  the 
world.  .  .  .  .  It  is  not  for  our  honor,  nor  for  our 
interests,  either  as  Christians  or  Protestants,  to  deny 
the  truth  of  events  ascertained  by  early  and  well 
attested  tradition.'^  (The  works  of  N.  Lardner,  D.D., 
VoL  6,  p.  253.  London,  1838.)  Here  to  avoid 
useless  repetitions,  we  refer  our  readers  to  the 
other  Protestant  writers  quoted  above  (c.  iv.),  as  ad- 
mitting that  St.  Peter  was  in  Eome,  and  as  having 
established  the  Christian  faith  in  the  capital  of  the 
world. 

Secondly,  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  teaches 
wliole  and  entire  those  doctrines  that  were  taught  by 
the*  Apostles.  This  proposition,  as  far  as  it  concerns 
all  those  doctiines  which  Protestants  call  'Hhe  great 
troths  of  the  Gospel,''  or  "  the  original  elements  of 
the  Gospel,"  is  admitted  by  Protestants  thei£i&e\N^<^ 
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Thus,  Dr.  0.  Hodge^  in  his  "  Systematio  Theology  ^ 
(P.  Sy  c.  17,  §  3),  says:  ^^  Romanism  retains  thd 
supernatural  element  of  Christianity  throughout; 
indeed,  it  is  a  matter  of  devout  thankfdlness  to  Qod^ 
that  underneath  the  numerous  grievous  and  destructive 
errors  of  the  Bomish  Church  [sic]  the  great  truths  of 
the  Gospel  are  preserved.''  And  Bishop  Hopkins 
(End  of  Controversy,  Controverted,  Lett.  19)  says : 
''That  the  Church  of  Borne  still  retained  all 
the  original  elements  of  the  Qospel  we  have  never 
denied."  In  letter  22  he  repeats  the  same  idea  in 
almost  the  same  words :  ''  The  Church  does  not  £eu1 
so  long  as  the  principles  of  the  Qospel  hold  a  place 
in  her  professed  system.  The  Church  of  Rome  has 
kept  those  principles  still,  notwithstanding  her 
adoption  of  so  many  and  monstrous  innovations.^ 
Notwithstanding  the  dreadful  horror  that  pervaded 
the  poor  Bishop's  soul  at  the  thought  of  Rome's 
''  monstrous  innovations,"  he  found  that  he  had  to 
tell  the  truth  about  her  retaining  ''  the  original  ele* 
ments  of  the  Gospel." 

Although  it  is  an  essential  condition  of  Apostolicity 
to  teach  the  same  doctrines  that  were  taught  by  the 
Apostles,  which  the  Protestant  sects  do  not  teach, 
still  this  would  not  be  sufficient  to  make  our  faith 
Apostolic.  For  if  Protestants  could  show,  as  many 
of  them,  including  the  Doctor  of  Easton,  try  in  vain 
to  do,  that  we  have  added  any  new  points  of  faith  to 
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the  original  deposit  of  doctrine,  left  ns  by  the  Apos- 
tles of  Christ,  we  should  certainly  have  to  forego 
all  claim  to  Apostolicity,  and  consequently  to  truth. 
Our  Rev.  Chaplain,  who,  as  our  readers  have  long 
ere  this  remarked,  is  so  very  exact  in  all  his  state- 
ments, has  been  kincT  enough  to  give  us  a  catalogue 
(p.  46)  of  all  the  articles,  we  have  from  time  to  time 
added  to  the  doctrines  left  us  by  the  Apostles. 
These,  according  to  this  trustworthy  authority,  are 
fourteen  in  number,  that  is,  ^'  the  twelve  articles  of 
Pope  Pius  IV.  and  the  two  of  Pope  Pius  IX."  It 
would  be  altogether  out  of  place  to  refute  here  this 
base  calumny.  For  we  would  have  to  examine  each 
one  of  these  so-called  additions  in  detail,  and  show 
that  they  are  not  new  articles,  but  only  declarations 
that  the  doctrines  in  question  had  been  revealed  to 
the  Apostles,  and  had  come  down  to  us  either  by 
Scripture  or  Tradition,  We  shall  do  this  in  subse- 
quent chapters,  which  we  earnestly  recommend  to  the 
learned  Doctor's  careful  perusal;  and  we  have  no 
hesitation  in  defying  even  him  to  refute  pur  argu- 
ments. But  we  beg  him  to  bear  in  mind  that  an 
argument  is  not  refated  by  being  passed  over  in 
silence,  as  he  appears  to  think,  judging  from  the  way 
he  treats  the  reasoning  of  the  Archbishop.  Let  him 
then  fairly  meet  our  arguments  like  a  man,  showing 
the  why  and  the  wherefore  of  their  failure  to  prove 

what  is  intended ;  and  furthermore,  let  him  sko^^  \i 
7* 
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he  can,  that  these  doctrines  are  not  only  giatnitona, 
in  as  much  as  they  are  not  proved  by  us,  but  also 
that  they  are  not  contained  in  the  teaching  of  the 
Apostles  "Hoc  opus,  hie  labor  est."  This  is  not 
merely  the  only  honest  way  of  doing,  but  it  is  the 
only  scholarly  way,  and  we  know,  £rom  his  little 
book,  how  much  the  Doctor  prides  himseKon  scholaiv 
ship. 

The  third  and  last  condition  required  for  the 
"Apostolic  Church''  is  an  "Apostolic  Ministry''; 
that  is,  ministers  who  can  trace  by  an  unbroken 
chain  their  genealogy  to  the  first  disciples  of  Christy 
and  are  in  communion  with  the  centre  of  unily 
fix)m  which  they  derive  their  mission. 

The  Doctor  does  not  deny,  nay,  (p.  42)  he  seems 
to  admit,  that  the  Priests  and  Bishops  of  the  Eoman 
Catholic  Church  can  trace  back,  link  by  link,  their 
genealogy  to  an  Apostolic  origin.  It  is,  moreover, 
a  well  known  fact  that  the  onl^  ministry  in  com- 
munion with  the  centre  of  unity  is  the  Ministry 
of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church.  This  Church, 
therefore,  in  which  are  verified  all  the  conditions 
necessary  for  Apostolicity,  must  be  an  "  Apostolio 
Church  "j  and  as  the  Apostolic  Church  can  be  only 
onCy  no  other  Church  can  dare  to  claim  Apostolicity 
as  one  of  her  marks.  Therefore,  no  other  Church  is 
the  Church  of  Christ. 

Dr.  Steams,  however,  whom  nothing  in  the  line  of 
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argument  can  daunt,  pretends  that  his  Chnrch  is 
traly  ApostoliC;  and  the  way  he  makes  this  out  is 
very  amusing. 

First  he  tells  us  (p.  35)  that  several  Bishops 
and  eminent  writers  of  his  own  denomination 
have  not  spoken  the  truthy  in  stating  that  the 
existence  of  the  Church  of  England  may  be  dated 
£x)m  the  period  of  the  divorce  of  Henry  VIII. 
ftom  his  legitimate  wife.  And  if  you  ask  how 
he  can  show  that  these  writers,  who  had  no  reason  to 
lie,  did  not  tell  the  truth,  which,  as  distinguished 
members  of  the  Church  of  England,  they  surely 
knew  as  well  as  the  Rev.  Chaplain,  stowed  away  on 
the  Eastern  Shore  of  Maryland;  Dr.  Steams  answers 
(p.  37),  because  it  is  a  fact  admitted  by  Bishop  Short, 
lingard.  Cardinal  Pole,  Dupin,  etc.,  that  the  Church 
qf  England  existed  centuries  before  the  divorce  of 
Henry  VIII.  "  It  was  not,  therefore,  created  by 
Henry  VIIF'!  (p.  37).  Here  indeed,  the  Doctor,  to  use 
his  own  elegant  wording, "  shows  a  plentiful  lack  of 
logic,  or  even  the  semblance  of  logic."  Let  us  put  his 
argument  in  a  clearer  light :  The  Church  of  England 
was  not  created  by  Henry  VIII.,  if,  centuries  before 
bis  time,  there  was  a  Church  cdUed  the  Church  of 
England.  But  historical  documents  prove  there  was 
such  a  Church.  Therefore,  what  ?  How  would  the  Doc- 
tor answer  the  following  argument?  Dr.  E.J.  Steams, 
Exam.  Chaplain,  Author  of ''  The  Afterpiece  to  th» 
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Comedy  of  Convocation,"  "  Birth  and  New  Birtf 
(we  are  indebted  to  the  title  page  for  these  historic 
points),  was  not  bom  some  seventy  years  ago,  i^ 
centuries  before  him,  there  was  a  man  called  Ed.  J. 
Steams.  But  historic  documents  prove  that  such  a 
man  existed  centuries  ago.  Ergo  I  Dr.  Steams  would 
not  allow  that  these  documents  proved  an3rthing 
against  his  own  more  recent  entrance  into  life ;  be- 
cause the  man  who  lived  centuries  before  was  in  re- 
ality a  totally  different  person.  Identity  of  name 
does  not  imply  identity  of  thing.  We  do  not 
deny  that  before  Henry  VIII.  there  was  a  Church 
called  the  Church  of  England,  just  as  we  Catholics 
speak  to-day  of  the  American  Church ;  but  we  do 
deny  that  that  Church  was  the  same  Church  which 
bears  now  the  sam>e  name.  This  is  what  the  Doctor 
had  to  prove,  and  this  is  exactly  what  he  has  not 
proved  and  cannot  prove. 

To  be  the  same  Church  it  is  not  necessary  to  have 
the  same  name ;  but,  among  other  things,  it  is  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  teach  the  same  doctrine.  Did  the 
Church  of  England,  in  the  days  of  St.  Augustine, 
who  was  sent  by  Pope  Gregory  to  evangelize  the 
British  Isles,  or  of  Ven.  Bede,  or  of  St.  Thomas  of 
Canterbury;  in  one  word,  did  the  Church  of  England, 
prior  to  the  days  of  the  licentious  monarch,  teach  the 
same  doctrines  which  are  now  taught  by  the  Church 
that  is  called  by  the  same  name  f     Only  by  pervert- 
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ing  all  history  can  any  one  pretend  to  answer  in  tlie 
affirmative  ;  consequently,  the  Protestant  Church  of 
England  is  not  the  same  as  the  old  Church  that  bore 
that  name.  Dr.  Steams  must  see  from  what  we 
have  said  that  his  Church,  being;  separated  £rom  the 
Church  of  Rome,  and,  we  may  add,'  from  every  other 
Church  that  pretends  to  have  an  "  Apostolic  origin,'^ 
bears  a  striking  resemblance  to  the  men  of  Deucalion 
— ^it  is  composed  of  a  race  without  parents,  a  progeny 
without  a  predecessor. 

We  shall  not  delay  here  to  show  how  the  Church 
/>f  England  is  Apostolic  neither  in  doctrine  nor  in 
/ninistry.  We  shall  show  how  she  fails  in  the  first 
requisite  when  wo  speak  in  subsequent  chapters  of 
the  Infallibility  of  the  Church  and  of  the  Popes,  the 
Invocation  of  saints.  Purgatory,  etc.  That  she  has 
not  an  Apostolic  ministry  is  evident  by  the  very  fact 
of  being  separated  from  the  See  of  Home,  the  centre 
of  unity,  and  will  also  appear  from  our  chapter 
on  the  Priesthood.  In  following  this  arrangement 
we  only  conform  to  the  example  set  us  by  the  Kev. 
Doctor,  when  he  says  (p.  45),  "  The  Apostolicity  in 
doctrine  is  involved  in  the  several  doctrines  claimed 
by  the  Archbishop  to  be  Apostolic,  and  which  will 
come  up  for  consideration  in  my  remarks  on  the 
several  chapters  in  which  they  are  treated." 

Our  Rev.  Doctor  closes  his  chapter  with  the  follow- 
ing piece  of  wisdom :    ''I  wiU,  therefore, mexft\^  i^ 
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mark  hero  that  the  Church  of  England  has  the  same 
creeds  now  that  she  had,  and  that  Rome  had,  before 
the  separation,  neither  more  nor  fewer.''  Is  the  Doc- 
tor joking?  or  is  he  trifling  with  our  credulity?  What 
can  he  mean  by  saying  that  the  Church  of  England 
has  the  same  creeds  now  that  she  had,  and  that  Rome 
had,  before  the  separation  ?  Does  he  mean  that  the 
Church  of  England  has  now,  and  ever  has  had,  the 
same  faith  that  the  Church  of  Rome  had  before  the 
separation  ?  If  so,  why  then  does  he  not  profess  all 
that  was  defined  by  the  different  Councils,  held  be- 
fore that  lamentable  separation,  doctrines  which  were 
then,  and  are  now,  received  by  the  Holy  Roman 
Catholic  Church  ?  Why  then  did  he  write  this  un- 
fortunate book,  which  is  nothing  but  a  denial  of  the 
doctrines,  which  were  professed  by  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church,  centuries  previous  to  the  separa- 
tion ?  Can  he  deny  that  long  before  the  separation 
the  "Invocation  of  Saints,''  "Purgatory,"  the  "  Seven 
Sacraments,"  etc.,  etc.,  constituted  a  part  of  the  faith 
of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  ?  If  he  cannot  deny 
this,  is  not  his  statement  the  best  refutation  of  his 
book,  since  he  is  in  such  a  flagrant  contradiction 
with  himself?  And  if  he  means  that  the  Church  of 
England  keeps  aU  the  old  formularies,  which  were  then 
commonly  called  "  Creeds,"  is  this  true  of  the  Prot- 
estant Episcopal  Church  of  these  United  States? 
The  Doctor  knows  it  is  not  traej  for  it  is  a  fact 
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known  "lippis  atqne  tonsoribus ''  that  the  Protestant 
Episcopal  Church  in  America  has  rejected  the  Athan- 
'  asian  Creed,  though  accordmg  to  the  eighth  of  the 
thirty-nine  articles  of  the  "Mother  Church/'  "it  ought 
thoroughly  to  be  received  and  believed/' 


CHAPTER  VI. 

PERPETUITY  OP  THE  CHURCH. 

The  "official  examination"  of  the  Archbishop's 
chapter  on  the  Perpetuity  of  the  Church  is  very 
brief:  it  occupies  only  one  page.  But,  according  to 
the  old  saying  that  "  precious  goods  are  done  up  in 
small  parcels/'  a  very  precious  document,  indeed, 
this  turns  out  to  be.  It  opens  with  a  most  ignorant 
misrepresentation,  and  closes  with  some  sickly  at- 
tempts at  a  very  doubtful  kind  of  wit,  in  which  the 
grave  divine  appears  to  take  a  peculiar  delight  5  and 
all  this,  kind  reader,  on  one  single  page. 

By  Perpetuity,  or  better,  by  Indefectibility,  we 
mean  this:  that  the  Church  shall  continue  till  the  end 
of  time,  without  change  in  her  internal  and  external 
constitution,  and  possessed  of  all  the  gifts,  marks, 
^^'f  with  which  she  was  endowed  by  her  Divine 
^'ounder  at  the  moment  of  her  institution. 

Christ  came  to  sanctify  and  to  save,  and  when  He 
^^^naed  to  the  Father  He  consigned  thi^  lavmorcL 
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to  the  Chnrcli  (Matt,  xrviii.  18-20 ;  Jobn  xx.  21). 
She  must  therefore  last  as  long  as  there  are  souls  to 
save.  The  Church  could  never  accomplish  this 
mission  unless  she  were  indefectible;  for  the  moment 
she  fails  in  any  one  of  these  essential  elements,  or 
properties,  which  should  distinguish  and  character- 
ize her,  in  that  same  moment  she  ceases  to  exist,  her 
nature  being  thereby  corrupted.  Since,  then,  the 
Church  was  instituted  to  continue  Christ's  mission 
upon  earth,  until ''  the  last  mortal  shall  assume  his 
immortality  " ;  she  must  "be  indestructible  in  essence 
and  perpetual  in  duration. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  this  Perpetuity  be- 
longs to  the  universal  Church,  and  not  to  every  par- 
ticuhix  portion  of  it.  This  is,  in  words  at  least,  ad- 
mitted by  Dr.  Steams  when  he  says  (p.  46) :  "  The 
Catholic  Church  is  to  be  perpetual ;  but  it  does  not 
follow  that  every  part  of  it  is  to  be  perpetual.''  Of 
course  '4t  does  not  follow,"  but  who  has  said  it  didt 
We  would  like  to  remark  here  that  the  term  '^  Ro- 
man Church"  is  used  in  two  different  significations. 
Sometimes  it  means  the  Church  of  the  city  of  Eome, 
and  in  this  sense  it  is  called  by  St.  Cyprian  ''  The 
Mother  and  Mistress  of  all  Churches."  Very  often, 
however,  it  means  the  Catholic  Church,  whose  centre 
of  unity  resides  in  Bome.  Dr.  Steams  ^^  does  not 
see  "the  distinction:  hence  much  confusion  ensues. 
Prescinding  from  the  qnestbn  whether  the  Bomon 
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Church;  as  meaning  ''  the  particnlar  Chnrch  of  the 

dty  of  Rome  where  St.  Peter  established  his  See,'' 

can  ever  fail ;  we  have,  both  in  the  Old  and  New  Tes- 

taments,  the  most  obvious  proofe  that  the  Boman 

Church;  meaning  ''  the  Catholic  Church  whose  centre 

of  imity  is  at  Rome/'  is   indefectible.    /We    shall 

he  satisfied  with  selecting  a  few  testimonies  from 

the  Fathers  where  this  doctrine  is   clearly  stated. 

Thus  St.  John  Chrysostom  writes :  "  Withdraw  not 

£iom  the  Church.     Thy  hope  the  Church  5  thy  safety 

the  Church ;  thy  refuge  the  Church.     She  is  higher 

tium  heaven  and  more  extended  than  earth.    Never 

does  she  grow  oldj  hut  her  age  is  ever  vigorous.    For 

tills  cause  the  Scripture  showing  her  firmness  and 

inunovablenesS;  calls  her  a  'mountain';  her  incor- 

ftmptStnlifyj  calls  her  a  'virgin';  her  magnificence^ 

calls  her  a  'queen'"  (De  Capto  EutropiO;  n.  6). 

St  Augustine,  commenting  on  the  words  of  the 

Psahnist,  "  In  thy  tabernacle  I  shall  dwell  forever," 

writes  thus  (Enarr.  in  Ps.  lx.,n.  6) :  "As  the  Church 

Aall  not  exist  for  a  brief  period  on  this  earth,  but 

shall  remain  here  until  the  end  of  the  world,  there- 

&te  does  he  say,  '  I  shall  dwell  in  thy  tabernacle 

fciever;'  let  the  enemy  rage  as  he  pleases,  let  him 

Msail  me,  lay  snares  for  me,  multiply  scandals  and 

make  my  heart  sore, '  I  shall  dwell  in  thy  tabernacle 

ferever.'    The  Church  shall  not  be  conquo^d,  shall 

fiat  be  looted  1:^  nor  ^ve  way  before  any  tnsl^^A^ 
8 
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ever,  till  the  end  of  the  world  shall  come.''  Com- 
menting on  another  Psalm,  the  same  holy  Father 
writes  (Ps.  cL,  Serm.  2,  n.  8), "  There  are  some  who  say: 
She  that  was  the  Church  of  allnations,  is  already  no 
more ;  she  has  perished.  This  they  say  who  are  not 
in  her.  The  impudent  assertion!'^  And  he  adds 
that  such  language  is  "  abominable,  detestable,  full 
of  presumption  and  falsehood,  upheld  by  no  truth, 
without  any  spark  of  wisdom,  devoid  of  all  wit,  vain, 
lash,  hasty,  pernicious.'' 

When,  therefore,  we  say  that  the  Church  of  Christ 
is  indefectible,  we  mean  that  the  Church  hais 
always  existed  in  the  past,  and  will  ever  continue  to 
exist  in  the  future,  in  full  possession  of  all  her 
essential  characteristics,  not  one  of  which  she  can 
lose  without  ceasing,  ipso/acto,  to  exist  as  the  Church 
founded  by  our  divine  Lord. 

Hence,  there  is  no  possibility  of  her  becoming 
corrupted  in  her  faith,  and  consequently  there  can  be 
no  reason  for  any  reformation  in  it.  Every  attempt 
at  such  a  reformation  is  an  explicit  denial  of  the 
indefectibility  of  the  Church.  This  indefectibility 
then  constitutes  a  new  property,  a  new  characteristic 
of  the  Church  of  Christ.  It  is  in  this  sense  that  the 
Archbishop  called  it  "  a  mark  of  the  Church." 

Dr.  Steams  closes  his  brief  chapter  with  a  para- 
graph, very  characteristic  of  the  cause  he  is  making 
desperate  efforts  to  defend  by  fair  means  and  fouL 
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Beings  as  it  were,  a  mirror  which  reflects  its  author 
to  perfection,  we  shall  transcribe  it  here  for  the 
benefit  of  our  readers,  who  do  not  care  to  look  for  it 
in  the  original.     "  There  is  a  plentiful  lack  of  logic," 
says  our  Doctor  (p.  47),  "  or  even  the  semblance  of 
logic,  in  this  part  of  the  Archbishop's  little  book: 
notwithstanding  the  chapter  extends  through  thirteen 
pages.     He  must  have  put  perpetuity  among  the 
*  shining  marks  of  the  Church,'  to  give  himself  the 
opportunity  of  '  airing  his  rhetoric ' :  I  have  no  ambi- 
tion to  take  the  wind  out  of  his  sails  [!]    He  is 
evidently  bound  for  '  Cowes  and  a  market.'    He 
might  have  spared  himself  the  risk  of  that  venture. 
The  only  market  for  such  merchandise  is  at  Rome.'' 
These  are  aU  impertinencies,  and  we  should,  per- 
haps, apologize  for  transcribing  such  rubbish,  as  our 
space  might  be  much  better  used :  yet  it  may  be  well 
to  give  our  readers  an  opportunity  of  seeing,  each  one 
for  himself,  what  peculiar  ideas  the  Doctor  holds  on 
the  subject  of  theological  controversy. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

INFALLIBLE   AUTHORITT   OF  THE   CHURCH. 

The  Infallibility  of  the  Church  is  at  the  bottom  of 
the  whole  controversy  between  Catholics  and  Prot- 
estants. From  the  Augsburg  Confession  in  1550  to 
the  framing  of  the  Reformed  Episcopal  Ai^icAfe^  oi 
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Religion  in  1875,  there  has  been  scarcely  a  Protest* 
ant-Evangelical  Creed  formulated,  in  which  the  In- 
fallibility of  the  Church  has  not  been  more  or  less 
explicitly  denied;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
Catholic  Church  proclaims  nothing  more  loudly  and 
constantly  than  her  InfaUibility  in  matters  of  faith 
and  morals. 

The  Doctor,  fully  aware  of  the  vital  importance  of 
the  present  question,  brings  forward  his  best  aigii- 
ments,  and  strains  every  nerve  to  undermine  the 
Archbishop's  position.  He  has  failed  in  his  efforts, 
it  is  true;  but  his  cause  is  one  in  which  human  in- 
genuity can  never  succeed. 

The  Infallibility  of  the  Church  is  an  extraordinary 
gift  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  It  is  not  a  new  revelar 
tion,  and  is  not  to  be  confounded  with  the  gift 
of  inspiration.  It  is  rather  a  special  providence  of 
God,  and  a  particular  assistance  of  the  Holy  Ghost, 
by  which  the  Church  of  Christ  is  preserved  £x)in 
error  when  believing  a  revealed  truth,  or  when  explam- 
ing  the  doctrine  received  from  Jesus  Christ  and  His 
Apostles.  Hence  Catholic  theologians  make  a  dis- 
tinction between  cuiive  and  passive  infallibility — ^the 
former  being  the  Infallibility  of  the  Church  in  tecuih- 
ing ;  the  latter  her  Infallibility  in  believing. 

The  Archbishop,  in  his  seventh  chapter,  treats  ex- 
pressly of  the  InfaUibility  qfthe  Church  in  teachingy 
of  which  he  gives  the  following  short  but  exact 
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-4eiSmtion:  "  The  Church  has  authority  from  God  to 
teach  regarding  faith  and  morals ;  and,  in  her  teach- 
ingf  she  is  preserved  from  error  by  the  special  as- 
fiistance  of  the  Holy  Ghost."    To  prove  this  funda- 
mental proposition,  he  argues  thus :  ^'  The  preroga- 
tive of  Infallibility  is  clearly  deduced  from  the  at- 
tsibates  of  the  Church  already  mentioned.  The  Church 
ms  One,  Holy,  Catholic  and  Apostolic.     Preaching  the 
^ame  Creed  everywhere  and  at  all  times ;  teaching 
lioliness  and  truth,  she  is,  of  course,  essentially  un- 
filing in  her  doctrine }  for  what  is  one,  holy  and  xm- 
c^hangeable,  must  be  infallibly  true"  (p.  85). 

As  the  space  at  our  disposal  will  not  permit  us  to 
.d'^velop  this  argument  fully,  we  shall  content  our- 
selves with  calling  the  reader's  attention  to  what  we 
X&ave  already  said  on  the  Marks  of  the  Church,  par- 
ticularly  in  the  chapter  on  "Apostolicity."  The  Church 
oannot  be  Apostolic  unless  her  doctrine  now,  and  at 
all  future  time,  be  identical  with  that  taught  by  the 
Apostles ;  for  Apostolicity  is  limited  to  no  particular 
period,  and  is  essentially  opposed  to  change  or  novel- 
ty. Now,  how  can  her  doctrine  be  identical  with  that 
taught  by  the  Apostles,  if  she  is  not  infallible  in  her 
teaching?    Hence  we  cannot  logically  believe  that 
^e  Church  is  Apostolic,  without  believing  at  the 
same  time  that  she  is  if^dUible  in  teaching.    Against 
tliis  argument  of  the  Archbishop  the  Doctor  has 

not  offered  a  single  objection,  but  passes  it.  o^^eXltj 
8» 


90        THE  TRUE   PAITH  OF  OU«  FOREFATHERS. 

by — ^the  most  pradent  thing,  indeed^  lie  could  liavd 
^one. 

Besides,  as  the  Archbishop  correctly  remarks,  therft 
is  no  ground  for  denying  to  the  teachers  of  the 
Church  of  the  nineteenth  century,  in  which  we  live,  a 
prerogative  clearly  possessed  by  those  of  the  first 
(that  the  Church  was  infallible  in  the  Apostolic  age 
is  denied  by  no  Christian),  especially  as  the  Divine 
Word  nowhere  intimates  that  this  unerring  guidance 
was  to  die  with  the  Apostles. 

This  is  denied  by  Dr.  Steams,  who,  with  an  ait 
of  triumph,  informs  us  (p.  49)  that  "  there  is  an  un*- 
xnistakablo  intimation  in  St.  John  xiv.  25,  26,*  that 
this  guidance  was  to  die  with  him.'*  No\^,  iti  thd 
very  chapter  quoted  by  our  Doctor,  and  with  regard 
to  the  same  promise  of  the  Paraclete,  we  read  (v.  16) : 
^'  I  will  pray  the  Father  and  He  shall  give  you 
another  Comforter,  that  He  may  abide  with  you  for- 
ever.'' How,  then,  can  the  Comforter  abide  with  them 
forever  if  His  mission  of  teaching,  and  His  bringing 
all  things  to  their  remembrance  were  confined  to  the 
lifetime  of  the  Apostles  1  They  were  mortals  like 
other  men.     How  then  could  the  promise  last  forever 

and  yet  die  with  them  1    That  it  might  be  fulfilled, 

■I  III  a 

*"  These  tbinga  have  I  spoken  to  you,  abiding  with  you. 
But  the  Paraclete,  the  Holy  Ghost,  whom  the  Father  will 
Bend  in  My  name,  He  will  teach  you  all  things,  and 
bring:  all  things  to  your  mind,  whatsoever  I  have  said  to 
you.'* 
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we  must  say,  it  was  made  to  them  not  as  to  so  many 
individuals,  but  as  to  the  representatives  of  the  whole 
body  of  ministers  of  Christ's  visible  Church. 

This  interpretation  is  so  self-evident,  that  many  of 
the  Protestant  Commentators  on  this  chapter  of  St 
John's  Grospel,  expressly  extend  the  abiding  of  the 
Holy  Ghost  to  aU  the  successors  of  the  Apostles.  In 
his  **  Paraphrase  and  Commentary  on  the  New  Testa- 
ment,'' Daniel  Whitby  says :  "  I  will  pray  the  Father 
and  He  will  give  you  another  Comforter  that  He 
may  abide  with  you  {and  those  that  shall  succeed  you) 
for  evOT."  And  Dr.  A.  Clarke  gives  a  similar  interpre- 
tation of  the  vfotd.  forever.  Instead  then  of  an  "  un- 
mistakable intimation"  that  this  guidance  of  the  Holy 
Ghost  "was  to  die"  with  the  Apostles,  we  find  in  this 
same  chapter  of  St.  John  an  evident  proof  for  affirm- 
ing His  abiding  assistance  in  the  Church  teaching. 

Another  argument  in  favor  of  the  infallibility  of 
the  Church  is  drawn  from  the  express  promise  of  our 
Lord,  that  He  would  bestow  this  privilege  upon  His 
Church.  Let  us  turn  to  the  promise  made  in  Matthew 
(xvi.  18),  "And  I  say  to  thee:  that  thou  art  Peter, 
and  upon  this  rock  I  will  build  my  Church,  and  the 
gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail  against  it."  "  Christ 
makes  here,"  says  the  Archbishop,  "  a  solemn  pre- 
diction that  no  .error  shall  ever  invade  His  Church, 
and  if  she  fell  into  error,  the  gates  of  hell  have  cer- 
tamly  prevailed  against  her"  (p.  86). 
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To  this  Dr.  Steams  answers  very  briefly  that  it  is 
"  a  promise  of  perpetuity,  not  of  infallibility  "  (p.  56). 
A  simple,  bold  assertion,  whose  only  proof  is  to  be 
fomid  in  his  own  affirmation,  ipse  dixit.  But  we 
choose  rather  to  follow  the  interpretation  of  the  Holy 
Fathers.  Let  us  hear  for  all  the  great  Doctor,  St 
Augustine:  "This  is  the  Holy  Church,  the  one 
Church,  the  true  Church,  the  Catholic  Church,  which 
fights  against  all  heresies.  She  may  be  attacked, 
but  cannot  be  overcome.  All  heresies  have  gone  out 
fix)m  her,  like  useless  branches  cut  off  from  the  vine : 
but  she  remains  in  her  own  root,  in  her  own  vine,  in 
her  own  charity.  '  The  gates  of  hell  shall  not  pro- 
vail  against  her"'  (De  Symbolo,  n.  14). 

And  St.  Cyprian,  speaking  of  the  same  subject^ 
says  (De  Unit.  Eccl.  5,  6):  "It  is  of  her  that 
we  are  bom ;  with  her  milk  we  are  nourished ;  her 
breath  is  our  life.  The  spouse  of  Christ  cannot 
become  adulterate ;  she  is  undefiled  and  chaste.  She 
owns  but  one  home ;  with  spotless  purity  she  guards 
the  sanctity  of  one  chamber." 

This  same  promise  was  renewed  by  our  Lord  after 
His  resurrection,  when  he  gave  his  Apostles  the  com- 
mission of  preaching  the  Gospel  throughout  the 
world.  "  All  power  is  given  to  me  in  heaven  and 
in  earth.  Going,  therefore,  teach .  ye  all  nations ; 
baptizing  them  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the 
Son,  and  of  the   Holy  Ghost ;  teaching  them  to  ob- 
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all  things  whatsoever  I  have  commanded  yon : 
»ehold  I  am  with  yon  all  days,  even  to  the  con- 
lation  of  the  world''  (Matth.  xxviii.  18). 
e  Archbishop  considers  in  this  passage  the  bo1« 
introduction,  ^^  All  power  is  given  to  me" — } 
3legation  of  this  power  to  his  Apostles  and  to 
successors,  since  the  commission  was  to  last  to 
)i!rsuMMATiON  qfthe  world;— the  nature  of  the 
lission  given,  namely,  to  teach  whatsoever 
t  had  commanded ; — the  attention  he  bids  ns  pay 
words,  saying  ^^  behold"; — ^finally,  the  promise 
"  I  am  with  you  all  days,  even  to  the  consum- 
n  of  the  world.''  Christ  says :  ^^lam  with  you/' 
ly,  I  will  assist  you  to  preach  the  truth;  be- 
this  preaching  of  the  truth  is  precisely  the 
lission  given  to  the  Apostles :  Twill  assist  your 
ssors,  too,  to  preach  the  truth ;  because  Christ 
ises  his  assistance,  ^^even  to  the  consummation  qf 
orldP 

id  so  the  Archbishop  establishes  from  these 
I  of  Christ,  the  two  following  points :  "  1st,  A 
ise  of  Jesus  Christ  to  guard  His  Church  horn. 
2d,  A  promise  that  His  presence  with  His 
ch  will  be  continuous,  without  any  interval  of 
ice,  to  the  consummation  of  the  world." 
'.  Steams  answers  this  argument  with  his  usual 
assurance  :  "  The  Archbishop  answers  himself 
e  same  breathy  for  he  goes  on ;  '  T\i^^^  ^ot^ 
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I  am  with  you,  are  frequently  addressed^  in  sacred 
Scripture,  by  the  Almiglity,  to  his  Prophets  and  Pa- 
triarchs. If  then  they  prove  the  Infallibility  of  the 
Catholic  Church,  they  prove  the  Infallibility  of  the 
Jewish  Church  also ;  which  is  proving  a  little  too 
much,  seeing  the  Jewish  Church  was  not  only  faUi- 
ble,  but,  by  the  testimony  of  the  Archbishop  himself, 
as  we  have  alroady  seen,  did  actually  err,  even  to  the 
extent  of  a  long  catalogue  of  innovations  in  doctrine 
and  discipline ''  (p.  56), — ^Dr.  Steams  has  left  out  in 
his  quotation  £rom  the  Archbishop  the  following  para- 
graph :  "  and  they  [these  words  of  our  Lord,  I  am 
with  you]  always  imply  a  special  presence  and  apar^ 
Ocular  supervision  of  the  Deity/' 

If,  instead  of  garbling  the  text,  he  had  given  it  as 
it  stands,  the  reader  would  have  seen  that  these  words, 
I  am  with  you,  meaning,  on  the  part  of  God,  his  assist- 
ance, do  not  always  imply  the  same  kind  of  assistance, 
but  a  special  presence  and  a  particular  supervision, 
suitable  to  the  occasion,  the  persons,  and  to  the  com- 
mission of  which  there  is  question  in  each  case.  Thus, 
when  in  the  Acts  (vii.  9)  it  is  feaid  of  Joseph  that 
^^  God  was  with  him/'  it  means  a  special  assistance  of 
God  granted  to  him  in  the  midst  of  the  tribulations 
out  of  which  he  was  delivered ;  but  it  does  not  mean 
any  assistance  in  preaching  the  revealed  truth.  When 
God  says  to  Gideon  (Judges  vi.  16),  "  I  will  he  with 
thee/^  there  is  question  of  a  special  sise^stosioe  of  God, 
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in  tlie  commission  given  to  Wm  of  delivering  Israel 
out  of  the  hands  of  Madian ;  and  not  of  the  privilege 
of  infallibility.  This  same  expression  occurs  in 
many  other  passages,  and  it  always  implies  a  special 
assistance  of  God,  though  not  always  of  the  same 
kind. 

From  this  parallelism  we  can  deduce,  as  the  Arch- 
bishop does,  that  the  same  words  in  the  mouth  of  the 
.  Saviour  must  have  the  same  general  meaning  of  a 
special  assistance  granted  to  the  Apostles.  But  what 
kind  of  assistance  was  promised  to  the  Apostles? 
This  depends  wholly  on  the  nature  of  the  commission 
entrusted  to  them.  In  the  text  it  is  the  commission 
of  teaching  all  nations  all  the  doctrines  revealed  by 
Jesus  Christ.  The  assistance,  then,  corresponding 
to  this  office  is  such,  as  will  necessarily  preserve  them 
and  their  successors  from  erring  in  the  teaching  of  the 
<loctrines  of  revelation. 

Dr.  Steams,  in  reply  to  the  Archbishop's  argu- 

onent  based  upon  the  right  of  the  Church  to  teach 

^Matth.  xxviii.  19,  20),  and  the  corresponding  duty  of 

t;he  faithful  to  hear  (Matth.  x.  14,  15),  repeats  here 

'what  he  had  already  stated,  viz.,  that  the  Jewish 

Church  was  not  only  fallible,  but  did  actually  err. 

As  it  would  extend  the  controversy  to  an  unnecessary 

length  to  enter  here  upon  a  thorough  examination  of 

the  subject,  we  will  be  satisfied  with  remarking,  first, 

that  the  Jewish  Church  was  only  a  type  of  the  Ghria- 
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tian  GImrcli.  But  a  type  is  not  a  pattern,  any  moie 
than  a  shadow  is  a  portrait.  St.  Paul  to  the  He^ 
brews  (x.  1),  speaks  of  the  Law,  i.  e.,  of  the 
Jewish  Church,  "  as  having  the  shadow  of  the  good 
things  to  come,  not  the  very  image  of  the  things." 
Hence  it  would  be  quite  illogical  to  argue  from  the 
fallibility  of  the  Jewish  Church  to  the  fallibility  of 
the  Christian  Church.  We  might  as  welj  argue  that, 
because  a  man's  shadow  is  ten  feet  long,  the  man. 
himself  must  be  a  giant. 

But  was  the  Je\\ish  Church  fallible?  Among 
the  Fathers  as  well  as  among  the  most  distin- 
guished Catholic  theologians,  there  are  some  who 
hold  that  the  Synagogue  was  infallible  in  its  doo* 
trinal  decisions  concerning  Divine  Revelation.  If 
there  can  be  found,  they  say,  no  positive  evidence  in 
Holy  Writ  on  this  point,  there  are  several  clear  at 
Insions  to  it,  and  nothing  which  can  be  opposed  to  it. 
Howhere  do  we  find  mention  made  of  any  doctrinal 
prevarication  of  the  Sanhedrim,  excepting  during  tha 
last  three  years  of  the  life  of  Christ,  when  the  Synar 
gogue,  according  to  the  prophecies,  was  approaching 
its  dissolution ;  and  all  the  superstitious  innovations  of 
the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  had  not  yet  received  any 
approval  from  the  Sanhedrim,  and,  consequently,  had 
not  yet  poisoned  the  doctrine  of  Revelation.  Other- 
wise how  could  our  Lord  have  said  to  his  disciples 
and  to  the  multitude :  ^^  The  Scribea  and  Pharisees 
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have  sitteil  on  the  chair  of  Moses.  All  things,  there- 
fore, whatsoever  they  shall  say  to  yon,  observe  and 
do ;  but  according  to  their  works  do  ye  not  ^  (Matth. 
xxiii.  2). 

But  admitting  that  the  Sanhedrim  oonld  err  in  Its 
doctrinal  decisions  and  definitions  (which,  however, 
we  are  far  from  granting),  it  does  not  follow  that  God 
left  the  'S3niagogae  without  an  unerring  ministry. 
This  was  supplied  by  God  in  the  extraordinary  min- 
istry of  the  Prophets,  wherever  and  whenever  it  was 
necessary.  Therefore  it  eannot  be  denied  that  the 
Jewish  Church  was  endowed  with  the  privilege  of  an 
unerring  authority,  and  the  Jews  were  secured  by 
it  against  the  aberrations  of  human  fallibility. 

The  Archbishop  says :  Our  Saviour  "  came  to  lop  off 
ihe  excrescences  which  had  grown  on  the  body  of  the 
•J'ewish  Ecclesiastical  Code,  and  to  purify  the  Jewish 
dhurch  from  those  human  traditions  which,  In  the 
<x>urse  of  time,  became  like  chaff  mixed  with  the  wheat 
of  sound  doctrine.     For  instance,  he  condemns  the 
IPharisees,     .     .     .     and  cites  against  them  a  long 
catalogue  of  innovations  in  doctrine  and  discipline.'' 
IDoes  the  Archbishop  teach  here,  and  in  similar  pas- 
sages, as  Dr.  Steams  supposes,  that  the  Synagogue 
iedled,  and  really  taught  fedsehood?    By  no  means. 
It  is  one  thing  to  say  that  errors  and  false  doctrines 
"W^re  spread  in  the  Jewish  Church  by  several  of  her 

members,  and  another  that  these  enrols  were  qnI^vsil- 
9 
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tically  admitted  by  this  Cburcli,  and  had  already  in- 
fected her  authoritative  teaching.  The  Archbishop 
speaks  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Code,  on  which  these 
excrescences  had  grown,  and  not  of  the  Revealed 
Doctrine ;  he  calls  these  "  human  traditions,''  the 
"  chaff  mixed  with  the  wheat,''  which,  however,  does 
not  destroy  the  wheat. 

The  Archbishop  draws  a  new  argument  in  favor  of 
the  infalhbility  of  the  Church  fi'om  the  Apostle  of 
the  Gentiles,  who  writing  to  the  Ephesians  (iv.  11-14) 
says  that  God  "  gave  some,  indeed.  Apostles  and  some 
Prophets,  and  some  Evangelists,  and  others  Pastors 
and  Teachers,  for  the  perfecting  of  the  Saints,  for  the 
work  of  the  ministry,  for  the  building  up  of  the  body 
of  Christ,  until  we  all  meet  in  the  unity  of  faith. 

that  we  may  no  more  be  children  tossed  to 

and  fro,  and  carried  about  with  every  wind  of  doc- 
trine, by  the  wickedness  of  men  in  craft,  by  which 
they  lie  in  wait  to  deceive."  It  is  evident  that  if  the 
Church  were  subject  to  error  in  her  teaching,  the 
faithful  would  never  meet  in  the  unity  of  faith,  they 
would  be  as  children  tossed  to  and  fix),  and  carried 
about  by  every  wind  of  doctrine,  by  the  wickedness 
of  crafty  and  sophistical  heretics. 

To  preserve  the  Church  from  these  fluctuations  of 
the  fallible  human  mind.  Almighty  God  endowed 
her  with  the  gift  of  Infallibility,  and  it  is  of  this 
privilege  of  Infallibility  that  St.  Paul  speaks  in  his 
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first  Epistle  to  Timothy,  when  he  calls  the  Church 
"  the  pillar  and  ground  of  the  truth"  (I.  Tim.  iii.  15). 

Dr.  Steams  passes  over  this  evident  testimony  of 
the  Apostle,  without  any  objection  or  remark,  and 
again  we  commend  his  prudence. 

"  Some  persons,"  says  the  Archbishop,  "  think  it 
an  onwarrantable  assumption  for  the  Church  to  claim 
Infallibility.  But  mark  the  consequence  that  fol- 
lows fix)m  denying  it.  If  your  Church  is  not  infalli- 
ble, then  it  is  liable  to  err.  ...  If  your  Church  and 
her  ministers  are  faUible  in  their  doctrmal  teachings, 
as  they  admit,  they  may  be  preaching  falsehood 
to  you  instead  of  truth.  If  so,  you  are  in  doubt 
whether  you  are  listening  to  truth  or  falsehood.  If 
you  are  in  doubt  you  have  no  faith ;  for  faith  excludes 
doubt;  and  in  that  state  you  displease  Godj  for 
'  without  faith  it  is  impossible  to  please  God.'  Faith 
and  infallibility  must  go  hand  in  hand  "  (p.  91). 

This  argument,  according  to  our  Doctor,  proves 
nothing.  And  why  1  Because,  he  says  (p.  57),  the 
whole  argument  of  the  Archbishop  is  founded  on  the 
assumption  that  faith  excludes  doubt ;  which  is  ut- 
terly false,  for  faith  does  not  exclude  doubt.  In 
this,  however,  the  Examining  Chaplain  departs,  not 
only  from  the  teaching  of  our  Forefathers,  but  also 
from,  that  of  his  own  Doctors. 

Thus,  in  the  first  Helvetic  Convention,  faith  is 
called  certain  and  undoubting  (Schafi^  Creeda  ol 
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Cliiistendom,  voL  iii.  p.  218) }  and,  in  the  second, 
faith  is  declared  to  be  the  most  certain  comprehension 
of  Divine  Truth  (lb.  p.  268).  Treating  of  the  same 
snbjoct,  Dr.  Charles  Hodge,  a  Protestant  Divine, 
says  :  '^  The  Scriptures  teach  that  there  is  a  fall  as- 
surance of  fEdth,  s^ faith  whichpreclttdes  theposstbUity 
of  doubt  Paul  says:  'I  know  whom  I  have  be- 
lieved, and  am  persuaded  that  He  is  able  to  keep 
that,  which  I  have  committed  unto  Him  agaiost  that 
day'  (II.  Tim,  i.  2) ;  as  Job  had  said  ages  before,  *  I 
know  that  my  Bedeemer  liveth.'  ....  That  defini- 
tion, therefore,  which  makes  the  characteristio  of  fsuth 
to  be  a  measure  of  confidence  greater  than  opinioOi 
but  less  than  knowledge,  cannot  be  deemed  satisfac- 
tory*'  (Systematic  Theology,  vol.  iii.  p.  48,  New  York, 
1B73).  If  Dr.  Hodge  had  undertaken  expressly 
to  refute  his  brother  divine,  he  could  not  have 
done  so  in  a  more  positive  and  satisfactory  manner. 
Poor  Dr.  Steams  !  He  would  wish  to  be  consistent 
in  his  faith,  but  he  is  driven  to  open  contradiction  of 
Protestant  doctrine.  He  feels  the  weight  of  the 
Archbishop's  argument,  and,  Samson-like,  attempts, 
though  not  with  the  same  success,  to  pull  down  the 
pillars  of  the  enemy's  edifice,  and  he  brings  his  own 
toppling  about  M8  ears. 

Let  him  hear  how  the  same  Dr.  Hodge  solves 
the  dijEculty,  taken  from  II.  Cor.  v.  7,  ^We  walk 
by  faith,   not  by  sight'     Speaking    of  this    text 
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the  Protestant  Doctor  says,  that  in  this  passage 
of  Paul,  sight  can  be  understood  in  three  different 
ways:  Ist,  It  can  be  taken  to  mean  the  sense 
of  seeing,  and  then  it  exclvdes  sensible  evidence, 
whicb  is  never  found  in  the  act  of  Mth :  2d,  In 
its  metaphorical  sense  of  mental  vision,  whether 
intuitive  or  by  a  process  of  reasoning,  and 
thus  it  excludes  self-evident  and  demonstrable 
knowledge  which  gives  science,  not  faith.  Finally, 
it  can  be  taken  in  its  metonymical  sense,  and 
then  it  excludes  the  presence  of  the  objects,  and 
agrees  with  what  the  Apostle  says  in  another  text, 
that  faith  is  the  evidence  of  things  which  appear  not. 
If  Dr.  Steams  has  no  stronger  argument  than  this  to 
bring  forward  in  support  of  his  opinion,  he  is  abund- 
antly  refuted  by  his  own  co-religionists. 

But  the  E-ev.  Doctor  has  hit  upon  a  bold  stratagem. 
He  represents  the  Archbishop  as  using  the  following 
argument :  "  An  infallible  God  cannot  create  a  falli- 
ble Church/'  and  then  retorts :  "  He  might  as  well  say 
that  an  infallible  God  cannot  create  a  fallible  man. 
We  know  that  an  infallible  God  did  create  a  fallible 
Cburch,  to  wit,  the  Jewish :  the  fact,  therefore,  that 
the  Catholic  Church  was  created  by  an  infallible  God 
is  no  proof  that  she  is  herself  infallible''  (p.  51). 
He  proceeds  to  prove  that  the  Infallibility  of  God 
does  not  argue  the  infallibility  of  his  creatures,  and 

then  concludes :  "  This  argument  of  the  Archbishop 
9* 
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on  which  he  evidently  plumes  himself,  is  the  boldest 
paralogism"  (p.  51). 

Bat  why  does  the  Doctor  change  the  Archbishop's 
argument?  To  have  the  pleasure,  no  doubt,  of  van- 
quishing imaginary  enemies.  A  childish  pleasure, 
indeed,  but  lacking  the  charm  of  a  child's  ingenuous- 
ness. The  Archbishop's  argument,  correctly  stated, 
rea^  as  follows :  '^  From  what  has  been  said  in  the 
preceding  pages,  it  follows  that  the  Catholio  Church 

cannot  be  refcmned My  meaning  is  that  the 

Ghiyx^h  is  not  susceptible  of  being  reformed  in  her 
doctrines.  The  Church  is  the  work  of  an  Incarnate 
God.  Like  all  God's  works,  it  is  perfect.  It  is  there- 
fore incapable  ei  reform.  Is  it  not  the  height  of 
presumption  for  men  to  attempt  to  improve  on  the 
work  of  God?"  (pi  94).  And  here  we  would  ask  the 
reader  to  remark,  that  the  Archbishop  does  not  infer 
the  Infallibility  of  the  Church  from  the  Infallibility 
of  God;  but  he  rather  ax^es  from  the  perfection  Z 
fitness  of  God's  works  to  attain  the  end  for  which 
His  wisdom  has  designed  them.  The  words  of  the 
Archbishop  evidently  lead  to  this  argument :  The 
Church  is  an  immediate  institution  of  God,  perfect 
in  her  nature,  and  perfectly  adapted  to  her  end, 
as  are  all  the  immediate  works  of  God.  But 
the  Church  would  be  neither  perfect  in  her  natare, 
nor  perfectly  adapted  to  her  end,  if  she  were 
not   infallible.      For,  as  we  have  already  shown| 
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the  ChoFch  waa  established  to  be  the  teacher  and 
guide  of  men;  the  depository  and  guardian  of  re- 
vealed troth,,  even  to  the  end  of  the  world.  In  view, 
therefore)  of  her  origin  and  destiny,  God  has  be- 
stowed on  the  Church  this  pnvilege  of  infEdUbility,  a 
privilege  which  human  sophisby  and  human  power 
may  attack  but  cannot  destroy. 

At  the  end  of  this  same  chapter  the  Archbishop 
points  out  three  other  absurd  consequences,  that  ne- 
eeasarily  flow  £com  the  error  that  the  Church  is  falli- 
ble. For  brevity's  sake  we  will  place  them  before 
the  reader  in  as  few  words  as  possible. 

A  Church  liable  to  error  has  no  imperative  claim 
to  which  man  is  obliged  to  submit  his  judgment. 
She  cannot  with  unerring  decision  settle  differences 
of  doctrine :  hence  divisions  would  become  permanent 
in  the  Church,  and  doctrines  once  held  would  be  so 
changed  that  they  could  be  no  longer  recognized. 

If,  moreover,  the  Church  were  exposed  to  error,  if 
she  were  teaching  falsehood  instead  of  truth,  where 
can  her  members  find  a  solution  for  their  perplexing 
doubts  1  Can  they  find  it  in  Scripture  alone  ?  If  the 
Church  can  err  in  the  interpretation  of  the  Holy 
!Pookd,  what  shall  we  say  of  the  individual,  who  is 
Vkore  exposed  to  error  on  this  point  than  the  Church  ? 
These  lines  may,  perhaps,  meet  the  eyes  of  readers 
who  have  felt  the  anguish  which  those  harrowing 
cloobts  oecasioa^     Some  of  them  are,  perha^^^  ^n^sii 
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now  straggling,  looking  vainly  for  light  in  darkness, 
peace  in  torture  of  soul,  stability  and  certainty  from 
doctrines  and  teachers  that  are  acknowledged  to  be 
fallible.  Christ  offers  to  these,  for  their  comfort  and 
guidance,  the  lamp  of  the  Church's  infallible  troth, 
which  bums  and  shall  bum  forever  with  midimmed 
and  unfading  lustre,  enlightening  the  minds  and  con- 
soling the  hearts  of  men. 

Besides  doubt  and  inability  to  protect  her  members 
from  innovation  and  falsehood,  divisions  must  ever 
be  the  necessary  appendages  of  a  fallible  Church. 
Could  Our  Divine  Lord  have  established  such  a 
Church  1  Could  the  Grood  Shepherd,  who  declared 
to  all  men  that  He  was  the  way,  the  trath  and  the 
life,  who  came  down  from  heaven  to  gather  aU  men 
into  one  fold,  that  He  might  save  all,  could  He 
abandon  them  to  every  wind  of  doctrine  and  phase 
of  error? 

To  the  arguments  of  the  Archbishop,  showing  the 
absurd  consequences  that  flow  from  the  supposition 
of  a  fallible  Church,  Dr.  Steams  opposes  not  logic 
— ^ho  does  not  count  on  it  this  time— but  sarcastic 
witticism. 

Thus,  Dr.  Steams  feels  hurt  when  the  Archbishop, 
in  a  becoming  apostrophe  to  the  children  of  the 
Church,  speaks  of  the  peace  of  soul  which  springs 
from  the  conscious  possession  of  the  truth.  Quot- 
ing the  words    of  the  Archbishop:    "You  enjoy 
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that  profound  peace  and  tranqiiillity  whicli  spring 
from  the  possession  of  the  whole  tnith  f  the  Doctor 
makes  the  followmg  comment :  ^'  Solittidinemfaciunt 
pcKcm  appeUcmtj  which  may  be  freely  rendered: 
Order  reigns  at  Warsaw"  (p.  60).  We  confess 
that  we  cannot  see  how  the  tranquillity  of  soul  which 
springs  from  the  infallible  assurance  that  we  possess 
fte  whole  truth,  can  be  compared  to  the  desolate  soli- 
tade  made  by  the  Hussards  at  Warsaw.  Classical 
allusions  may  be  an  ornament — ^when  Hiey  are  to  the 
point. 

From  witticisms  and  raillery  the  learned  Doctor 
descends  even  to  scurrilous  bufiToonery.  Still  speak- 
ing of  the  happiness  which  Catholics  enjoy  in  the 
miity  of  the  Infallible  Church,  he  says  :  "  The  only 
analogue  of  the  Archbishop's  unity  that  1  can  think 
ol^  is  to  be  found  in  Bamum's  Happy  Family  ]  but  1 
pity  the  poor  animals,  when  1  think  what  they  must 
have  gone  through,  in  learning  to  renounce  the  exer- 
cise of  the  fEujulties  that  God  had  given  them" 
(p.  60).  Softly,  gentle  Doctor !  Men  of  intelligence 
and  culture  will  divide  their  compassion  between  the 
Bev.  Doctor  and  the  poor  animals;  unless,  perchance, 
they  should  think  the  former  deserving  of  the  mo- 
nopoly. If  the  Doctor  means  what  he  says  (and  we 
must  suppose  he  is  sincere),  then  he  must  not  only 
not  have  read,  but  not  even  have  heard  of  the  thou- 
flands  of  works,  on  Literature,  the  Arts,  Hiator^^ 
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Antiquities,  Mathematics,  Jnrispradenoe,  Metaphys- 
ics, and  especially  Theology,  in  a  word,  on  every 
branch  of  knowledge,  sacred  and  profane,  the  pro- 
ducts of  those  very  Catholic  minds  whose  fettered 
condition  he  deplores.  Does  he  ignore  the  fact,  that 
the  Catholic  Church  has  built,  &om  the  chaos  and 
rain  of  Pagan  civilization,  the  proud  edifice  of  mod- 
em sodety?  History  has  immortalized  the  labors 
of  Catholics  in  every  walk  of  life— ^in  the  professor's 
chair,  in  the  pest-house,  on  the  battlefield,  and  in  the 
Council ;  and  Dr.  Steams  must  destroy  her  brightest 
pages,  and  e£^ce  forever  &om  the  memory  of  man- 
kind the  recollections  of  genius,  mercy,  and  heroism, 
before  sensible  people  will  believe  the  insulting  par- 

• 

adox  that  we  Catholics  have  renounced  the  exercise 
of  fEusulties  which  God  had  given  us. 

But  those  sallies  of  wit,  it  would  seem,  were  in- 
tended by  Dr.  Steams  to  prepare  the  minds  of  his 
readers  to  receive  his  main  argument,  which  he  ex- 
poses with  imposing  solemnity  from  p.  52  to  p.  56^ 
and  thus  sums  up  (p.  55) :  "  Here  we  have  by  the 
testimony  of  an  unimpeachable  witness,  of  the  Arch- 
bishop's own  communion  (who  has  drawn  from  the 
original  fountains),  the  fifth  General  Council  con- 
demning Pope  Vigilius  and  Pope  Vigilius  condemn- 
ing himself;  the  sixth  General  Council  (presided 
over  by  Pope  Agathon's  legates,  and  following  up  the 
previous  action  of  the  Homan  Council  held  by  Agathou 
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himself)  condemning  and  anathematizing  Pope  Hon- 
orius,  and  Pope  Leo  II.  and  tlie  whole  Eoman  Church 
joining  in  the  condemnation  and  anathematization. 
And  yet  the  Archbishop  has  so  mean  an  opinion  of 
OTir  knowledge  of  the  veriest  rudiments  of  Ecclesiastical 
History,  that  he  has  the  assurance  to  put  on  solemn 
record  the  deliberate  assertion  that  in  the  whole  his- 
tory of  the  Church,  from  the  nineteenth  century  to 
the  first,  no  solitary  example  ckn  be  adduced  to  show 
that  any  Pope  or  General  Council  ever  revoked  a 
decree  of  faith  or  morals,  enacted  by  any  preceding 
Pontiff  or  Council  P 

We  do  not  think  that  the  Archbishop  has  "  a  mean 
opinion  of  the  Doctor's  knowledge  of  Ecclesiastical 
History  ^  5  but  in  our  estimation  the  specimen  given 
above  will  seriously  injure  his  reputation  on  this 
point.  He  would  not,  we  presume,  have  relied  on 
the  statements  of  Dupin,  had  he  known  how  insignifi- 
cant an  authority  he  is  on  this  matter ;  and  surely  he 
would  not  have  quoted  him  as  one  of  the  "  Archbish- 
op^s  own  historians,''  had  he  been  aware  of  his  real 
character  and  opinions.  Had  he  read  "Bossuet's 
Criticisms  on  Dupin's  History  of  the  Councils  of 
Chalcedon  and  Ephesus,"  he  would  have  seen  that 
Dupin,  his  "  unimpeachable  witness,"  makes  free  use 
of  altered  documents,  defective  and  even  false  trans- 
lations, spurious  quotations,  and  wilful  omissions  of 
important  testimonies  j  that  he  is  eBpedaiSly  \xxiim  ^tA 
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evidently  so  when  dealing  with  the  authority  of  the 
Boman  PontifiT. 

But  if  Dupin's  works  do  not  make  him  an  '^  im« 
impeachable  witness,"  neither  does  his  general 
character.  He  was  a  bitter  Grallican,  and  a  fol- 
lower of  Jansenins,  and  even  on  the  most  inti- 
mate terms  with  William  Wake,  Anglican  Aich- 
bishop  of  Oanterbmy.  In  his  epistolary  correspond- 
ence with  the  Archbidhop,  which  was  seized  by  the 
French  Government,  Feb.  10,  1719,  he  agrees  with 
the  Anglican  Greed,  regarding  the  abolition  of  Con- 
fession, and  the  doctrine  of  the  Sapper.  He  regards 
as  a  positive  evil,  religious  vows,  fasts,  abstinences 
and  corporal  austerities  in  general ;  but  above  all  he 
condemns  the  acknowledgment  of  Papal  nuthoritj. 
He  was  deprived  of  his  Chair  at  the  Eoyal  College, 
and  exiled  to  Chatellerault  on  account  of  his  errors, 
and  his  books  were  condemned  by  the  Archbishop  of 
Paris  and  the  Sorbonne.  He  then  made  a  publio 
retractation  of  his  errors,  with  little  credit  f<»r  sincerity. 
All  the  Ecclesiastical  writers  of  Dupin's  time  bear 
witness  to  these  facts. 

Now,  that  we  may  not  seem  to  have  a  '^mean 
opmion  of  the  Doctor's  knowledge  of  the  veriest  rudi- 
ments of  Ecclesiastical  History ,''  we  suppose  him 
acquainted  with  these  facts.  But  if  he  is  cognizant 
of  them,  how  can  he,  with  any  show  of  sincerity,  call 
the  testimony  of  Dupin  that  ^'  of  the  Archbishop's  own 
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lustoriaii''  (p.  52),  thai;  of  an  ^'  unimpeacliable  witness^ 
of  the  Archbishop's  own  communion''  who  ''has  drawn 
from  the  original  fountains"  1  (p.  55).  So  much  for 
the  Doctor's  knowledge  of  Ecclesiastical  Histc^y. 

We  might  stop  here  in  our  reply  to  Dr.  Steams, 
since  he  bases  his  argument  on  the  authority  of 
Dnpin :  we  shall  nevertheless  briefly  examine  the 
examples  which  he  has  quoted,  partly  to  show  that 
we  do  not  reject  Dupin's  authority  to  avoid  disproving 
Ms  assertions,  and  partly  because  these  same  state- 
ments ar3  £requraitly  made  by  Protestants. 

We  shall  begin  with  Pope  Honorius,  a  name  well 
known  to  Protestant  controversialists,  and  whom  they 
accuse  of  having  held  the  erroneous  doctrine  of  the 
Monothelites,  "  for  which,"  they  say,  "  he  was  con- 
demned in  the  Sixth  Greneral  Council  as  a  heretic ; 
and  declared  such,  in  the  edicts  of  Emperors,  the  let- 
ters <^  Popes,  and  the  acts  of  two  other  general 
Councils.''  We  simply  deny  that  Honorius  ever  held 
askj  erroneous  doctrine,  or  ever  promulgated  any  cen- 
sorable  definition  of  fedth,  or  that  he  was  ever  con- 
demned for  such  doctrine  or  such  definition. 

The  only  ground  for  charging    Honorius    with 

Honothelism  is  that  presented  by  some  words  found 

in  bis  First  Letter  to  Sergius,  written  A.D.  634. 

They  are  the  following :  '^  Hence  we  confess  one 

i?ill  in  our  L<Hrd  Jesus  Christ "  (Mansi  Coll.  Concil.  t. 

11^  p.  538).  Now,  though  this  sounds  like  MonothoU 
10 
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ism,  pure  and  simple,  in  the  letter  of  Honorins  it  is 
certainly  not  such^  and  that  for  varions  reasons. 
We  shall  give  only  one,  but  that  one  is  most  con- 
clusive. It  is  not  Monothelism,  because  in  this 
same  letter  Honorius  expresses  himself  so  as  to  show 
beyond  aU  doubt,  that  he  admitted  the  existence  of  two 
distinct  natures,  two  distinct  qperationSf  two  distinct 
wiUs  in  Jesus  Christ.  Moreover,  his  words  are  al- 
most the  same  as  those  employed  by  Pope  St.  Leo, 
before  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Council,  and  received 
with  acclamation  by  the  assembled  Bishops.  "  Con- 
fessing," says  Honorius  in  that  letter,  "  that  the  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  wrought  divine  things  and  that  the  same 
also  wrought  human  things,  without  mixture,  or  con- 
fusion, or  change  of  natures  J'  The  words  of  St.  Leo 
seem  to  be  almost  a  copy  of  those  of  Honorius : 
"  Each  nature  performs  what  is  proper  to  it,  in  mutual 
communion ;  the  Word  working  what  is  proper  to  the 
Word,  and  the  Humanity  that  which  is  proper  to  the 
Humanity.''  The  whole  letter  is  full  of  similar  ex- 
pressions diametrically  opposed  to  Monothelism ;  but 
farther  quotations  must  be  omitted  for  want  of  space. 
The  Second  Letter  of  Pope  Honorius  is  still  more 
explicit,  as  our  readers  may  see  for  themselves,  in  the 
acts  of  the  Sixth  Ecumenical  Council.  Now,  if  the 
words  of  Pope  Leo  signify,  as  they  undeniably  do, 
that  there  are  two  wills  and  two  operations  in  Jesos 
Christ,  the  parallel  words  of  Honorius  can  certainly 
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have  no  other  meaning.  It  is,  then,  the  height  of 
absurdity  to  say  that  the  same  man,  speaking  in  good 
Mth,  is  a  Monothelite  and  an  Antimonothelite  in  one 
mid  the  same  letter. 

The  truth  is,  the  first  words  of  Honorius  are  not 
a  profession  of  Monothelism,  or  anything  of  the  sort, 
but  simply  an  answer  to  a  Monothelistio  sophism, 
proposed  to  Honorius  by  the  astute  Sergius,  Patri- 
arch of  Constantinople,  and  an  ardent  defender  of 
the  new  heresy.  "There  cannot  be  two  wills  in 
Jesus  Christ,"  wrote  Sergius :  "  because  if  we  admit 
two  &ee  wills  in  him,  we  must  also  admit  that  a  con- 
flict may  arise  between  them"  (ibid.  p.  530).  To  this 
objection  Honorius  answers :  We  can  consider  two 
wills,  or  acts  of  the  one  human  faculty  of  willing : 
the  will  of  the  spirit,  which  agrees  with  the  law  of 
Grod,  and  the  will  of  the  flesh  which  agrees  with  the 
law  of  the  flesh.  This  will  of  the  flesh  corrupts  the 
human  nature:  therefore  it  cannot  be  attributed  to 
Jesus  Christ.  "  The  Saviour,  as  we  have  before  de- 
clared, did  not  assume  a  corrupt  nature  which  could 
rebel  against  the  law  of  the  mind"  (ibid.  p.  538). 
Prom  this  it  is  clear,  that  Honorius  is  all  along 
speaking  of  the  human  nature  of  Christ,  and  that 
when  he  says,  "  we  confess  only  one  will  in  Jesus 
Christ,"  he  means  that  in  His  human  nature  there  is 
but  one  wiU — ^that  of  the  spirit,  which  is  ever  in  con- 
formity with  the  will  of  God. 
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The  MonotbeliteSy  it  is  trae,  distorted  the  sense  of 
tliese  words  of  Honoriiis,  to  confirm  their  doctrines; 
but  it  is  equally  troe,  that  the  Abbot  John^  then  eean- 
tary  to  Honorins,  condemned  the  mifflnterpretation  of 
the  letters  to  Sergios;  and  as  he  himself  penned  this 
lett^,  he  must  be  taken  as  a  judge  of  its  meaning. 
Moreover,  John  lY.  who  succeeded  Honorius  on  the 
Pontifical  throne,  after  the  two  months  reign  of  Severi- 
nus^protested  against  the  bad  fedth  of  Hie  Monothelites, 
and  addressed  the  Emperor  Oonstantine  an  apology 
for  Honorius.  Again,  St.  Maximus,  who,  after  the 
death  of  Sophronius,  was  the  most  celebrated  Doctor 
of  the  Eastern  Church,  and  the  acknowledged  oppo- 
nent of  Monothelism,  exonerates  Honorius  fix>m  all 
charges  of  that  error ;  and  St.  Martin,  fifteen  years  after 
those  letters  had  been  written  to  Sergius,  stated  in  tlie 
Lateran  Synod,  that  all  his  predecessors,  amongst 
whom  was  Honorius,  had  condemned  with  great  con- 
stancy the  Monothelite  errors.  Again,  Pope  St.  Agar 
then,  in  a  letter  to  Oonstantine,  declared  that  aU  his 
predecessors  used  the  means  which  they  deemed  moat 
efficacious  for  the  checking  of  this  error  ^  some  by  con- 
demning and  refuting,  Honorius  by  imposing  silenco 
on  the  contending  parties,  which  proceeding  seemed 
to  him,  on  account  of  the  circumstances,  to  be  the 
more  prudent  course.  Finally,  the  Patriarch  Pyr- 
rhus,  the  immediate  successor  of  Sergius,  and  a  zealous 
Monothelite,  in  a  public  disputation  with  St.  Maxi- 
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mtis,  held  by  order  of  Gregory,  Prefect  of  AMca,  de- 
clared, in  the  presence  of  a  large  number  of  Bishops, 
that  Sergins  had  misunderstood  the  words  of  Honorius. 

On  the  strength,  then,  of  this  extrinsic  testimony, 
given  by  contemporary  witnesses,  whose  doctrine, 
dignity,  and  sanctity  offer  the  highest  guarantee  for 
the  accuracy  of  their  statements,  we  might  propose 
to  our  readers  a  question,  similar  to  that  proposed 
by  St.  Maximus  to  the  Patriarch  Pyrrhus:  Who 
is  worthy  of  confidence,  those  great  Saints  and  Doc- 
tors, whose  piety  and  learning  made  them  the  glory 
of  the  Western  Church,  who  were  contemporaries  of 
Honorius ;  or  Dupin,  living  several  centuries  later,  a 
man  of  superficial  judgment  and  of  decidedly  anti- 
oatholic  views,  whose  authority  is  unanimously  re- 
jected by  all  Catholic  Ecclesiastical  Historians  ? 

To  sum  up  then  the  preceding  remarks,  the  capital 
charge  against  Honorius,  as  all  admit,  is  grounded  on 
his  two  letters  to  Sergius.  Now,  these  letters,  as  the 
illustrious  contemporaries  of  Honorius  acknowledged, 
contain  no  Monothelite  doctrine;  he  cannot  then, 
with  any  shadow  of  reason,  be  said  to  have  erred 
in  matters  of  faith.  This  is  the  conclusion  held  by 
such  eminent  Catholic  Theologians  as  Baronius,  Bel- 
larmin,  Lupo,  Petavius,  Gamier,  Orsi,  etc.* 

*The  above  testimonies  can  be  read  in  full  in  Mansi's 
Collection  of  the   Councils  in  their  respective   places, 
and  in  St.  Maximus's  work,  ^^Disputatio  cum  Pyrrho/' 
10* 
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From  wliat  has  already  been  said,  we  tliiiik  we 
have  sufficiently  proved  the  charges  against  Honoiios 
to  be  groundless ;  bat  we  might  go  further  and  con-' 
fidently  assert,  that,  even  had  the  letters  to  Sergius 
contained  Monothelite  doctrines,  this  would  in  no 
way  affect  the  infallibility  of  the  Pope.  Catholics 
do  not  hold  that  the  Pope  is  infallible  in  all  his  ut- 
terances, but  only,  as  the  late  Vatican  Council  de« 
fines,  "  When  he  speaks  from  the  Chair  of  truth, 
i.  e.f  when  discharging  the  office  of  Pastor  and 
Teacher  of  all  the  faithful,  he  defines  in  virtue  of  his 
supreme  Apostolic  authority  the  doctrine  of  Faith 
and  Morals  to  be  held  by  the  Universal  Church " 
(Const.  Pastor  (Btemys,  c.  4).  But  was  this  utter- 
ance of  Honorius  an  ex  CatJiedra  definition  !  Cer- 
tainly not.  It  was  merely  a  precept  of  prudence  re- 
quired by  the  exigences  of  the  times.  This  is  clear 
from  the  very  first  letter  of  Honorius,  in  which  he  says : 
"  Whether  or  not  there  can  be  said  or  understood  to 
be  two  operations,  does  not  pertain  to  us.  We  leave 
these  things  to  the  grammarians  "  (Mansi,  1.  c.)  Hence 
he  does  not  define  whether  we  are  to  use  the  words 
two  wills  or  two  operations.  Again  Honorius  assigns 
no  other  reason  for  these  documents,  than  the  scandal, 
the  offence,  and  simplicity  of  the  faithful,  reasons 
sufficient  for  a  precept,  but  not  for  a  definition.  Be- 
sides Honorius  gave  what  Sergius  asked ;  a  precept 
imposing  silence  on  this  point  and  not  a  definition. 
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Finally  Honorius  says  expressly  in  the  same  letter, 
^^  It  does  not  beliove  us  to  predicate  one  or  two 
operations." 

If  then,  as  we  have  abeady  seen,  Pope  Honorius 
did  not  intend  to  give  a  definition,  it  is  manifest  that 
Hiese  letters  contain  no  erroneous  definition  ex  Cathe- 
dra. Hence,  even  granting  the/afee  assumption  that 
Hiese  letters  contain  Monothelite  errors,  this  has 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  Infallibility  of  the 
Pope^  as  taught  by  the  Church,  and  believed  by 
Catholics. 

But  does  not  the  condemnation  of  Honorius,  as  a 
heretic,  by  the  .VI.  Gen.  Council,  attested  by  the  acts 
and  the  letters  of  the  Council,  by  the  Edict  of  the  Em- 
peror Constantine,  by  Pope  Leo  II.,  by  the  oath 
formerly  taken  by  the  Popes,  and  finally  by  the  two 
following  Councils  (VII.  and  VIII.)?  strengthen  the 
anthority  of  Dupin,  and  overturn  the  dogma  of  In- 
fallibility! We  shall  presently  show  that  it  does 
not. 

That  Honorius  was  not  a  Monothelite,  is  clear 
from  what  has  been  already  said.  Either  then  he 
was  not  condemned  at  all,  or,  if  condemned,  at  least 
he  was  not  condemned  of  heresy.  And  the  latter  we 
hold  to  be  the  case. 

Many  eminent  men  have  denied  the  authenticity  of 
the  documents,  connected  with  the  condemnation  of 
HonoriuSy  men  such  as  Baronius,  Bellarmine,  and 
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the  Wurtzburg  Theologians^  whose  great  authority 
must  give  their  opinion  a  strong  probability.  But  if 
it  be  simply  probable,  that  the  name  of  Honorins 
was  interpolated  in  the  anathemas  of  the  Councils; 
his  condemnation  is  doubtful,  and  cannot  destroy  the 
certainty  drawn  from  other  sources.  Though  this 
argument  has  some  weight,  we  shall  not  lay  any 
stress  on  it,  as  we  are  not  engaged  in  a  critical 
discussion  of  the  history  of  Honorius,  but  in  a  Theo- 
logical demonstration  of  the  Church's  Infallibility. 
We  say,  therefore,  that  Honorius  was  not  condemned, 
because  he  taught  error ;  but  because  by  the  silence 
which  he  ordered,  he  did  not  resist  it;  not  because 
he  gave  an  erroneous  definition,  but  because  he  gave 
no  definition  at  all,  when  one  was  needed. 

It  is  an  old  custom  in  the  Church  to  brand  and 
treat  as  heretics,  not  only  those  who  teach  error,  but 
also  those  who  in  any  way  favor  or  encourage  it. 
Surely  no  man  acquainted  with  '^the  veriest  rudi- 
ments of  Ecclesiastical  history,"  is  ignorant  of  this 
fact.  It  is  plain,  also,  that  those  are  justly  regarded 
as  favoring  crime,  who,  having  the  power  and  the  ob- 
ligation to  repress  it,  allow  it,  by  their  inactivity,  to 
increase. 

Hence  Honorius  was  condemned  as  a  heretic,  be- 
cause by  his  precept  of  silence  he  favored  the 
Monothelites.  This  clearly  appears  from  the  XIII. 
Act.  of  the  y  I;  Council,  which  divides  the  favorers  of 
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^oxioihelisin  into  two  dasses;  the  first  cla438;  says  the 
I/ormcil;  consistiiig  of  those  ^^who^e  impious  tenets 
^^  execrate,''  xmmely:  Sergios,  Cyrus,  Pyrrhus, 
-  et^er,  Paul,  and  Theodoms;  the  second  class  con- 
aXru  the  name  of  Honorius,  whom  the  Fathers  do  not 
^xi^emn  on  account  of  ''his  impious  tenets,'^  but 
'l>ecausehe  has  foUowed  the  mind  of  Sergius  in  all 
[>oints,  and  has  confirmed  ^t^  impious  tenets,''  not  in- 
^'^ed  hy  his  teaching,  as  we  have  already  shown,  but 
^y  liis  condescension  and  weakness. 

"Xhat  this  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  Council,  is 

6vi<ient  fix)m  the  following  words  of  St.  Leo  II.,  in  his 

letter  to  Constantino  Pogonatus.   "We  anathematize 

*U-  lieresies,  and  all  the  authors  axid/avorers  of  heresy,'' 

^^d  then,  after  naming  the  authors  of  the  new  error, 

^^    mentions  Honorius,  "who,"  he  says,  "did  not 

^t><)r  to  preserve  in  purity  this  Apostolic  Church,  by 

^B  teaching  of  the  Apostolic  tradition,  but  suffered 

od's  spotless  one  to  be  stained  by  a  profane  be- 

^yal." 

"Xhe  preceding  passages  show  in  what  sense  the 

^tmcil  condemned  Honorius,  and  in  what  sense  this 

^demnation  was  confirmed  by  the  Pope.     Hono- 

3,  as  we  have  already  remarked,  was  not  con- 

nned  for  teaching  heresy,  but  because  by  his  con- 

t^  he  favored  those  that  erred;  he  did  not  define 

error,  but  he  omitted  to  define  the  truth.    Hence, 

U  subsequent  documents,  the  word  heretic  «j&  «9^ 
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plied  to  Honoiius  measis  favorer,  not  author  of  her- 
esy. But  if  this  be  so,  then  the  imposing  citadel 
reared  by  Dr.  Steams,  which  seemed  to  menace  the 
Infallibility  of  the  Pope  in  dogmatic  definitions,  falls 
of  its  own  weight,  burying  beneath  its  ruins  the  rep- 
utation of  those  who  had  so  laboriously,  but  so  un- 
skilfully built  it  up. 

It  would  almost  seem  superfluous  to  examine  the 
other  instance  which  Dr.  Steams  mentions  on  the 
authority  of  Dupin,  namely,  the  three  famous  Chap- 
ters qfFope  VigiliuSj  since,  nearly  all  the  opponents 
of  Infallibility  admit,  that  in  these  three  Chapters, 
Ihere  was  no  question  of  faith  involved,  but  merely 
one  of  discipline.  But  Dr.  Steams  cannot  afford 
to  reject  arguments  thus  lightly.  After  copy- 
ing the  entire  passage  of  Dupin,  he  says :  "  I  will 
merely  add,  that  the  Hhree  Chapters' were  condemned 
as  being  tainted  with  the  Nestorian  heresy,  and  that 
Iherefore  the  error  of  Vigilius — ^for  as  he  was  alter- 
nately on  each  side,  he  must  have  been  in  error  on  one 
side  or  the  other — was  on  a  matter  oifaith^^  (p.  53). 

Vigilius  was  not  on  alternate  sides,  on  any  point 
of  doctrine,  but  on  a  point  of  discipline.  The  ques- 
tions at  issue  were :  whether  it  was  allowed  to  ex- 
communicate persons  after  their  death;  whether  it 
was  becoming  to  excommunicate  those,  whom  the 
Council  of  Chalcedon  had  not  excommunicated,  on 
account  of  their  repentance ;  whether,  in  fine,  it  was 
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nseful  or  not,  to  condemn  writings,  acknowledged  by 
the  Council  of  Chalcedon  to  be  erroneous,  but  which 
that  Council,  for  more  than  one  prudential  reason, 
did  not  condemn.  The  contending  parties  were 
agreed  in  their  condemnation  of  Nestorianism, 
and  in  the  profession  of  the  Catholic  faith^  as  Vigih'us 
himself  says,  in  his  letter  confirming  the  V.  Coun- 
cil. "  The  discussion  was,"  he  expressly  states,  "  an 
afiair  of  persons,  so  that  we  ourselves,  who  were,  and 
still  are,  of  the  same  opinion  as  they,  in  matters  of 
faith,  fraternal  charity  still  being  preserved,  have 
held  different  views." 

Again  Pelagius,  the  immediate  successor  of  Vigil- 
ius,  and  his  Apocrisiarius  or  Legate  at  Constantinople, 
an  eye-witness  and  main  actor  in  the  whole  affair, 
confirms  the  statement  of  his  predecessor.  *  *  Although," 
lie  says,  "  since  Theodora  Augusta,  of  blessed  mem- 
ojry,  has  passed  from  amongst  us,  the  Church  of  God, 
tlixough  the  Divine  Mercy,  fears  no  questions  con- 
cexning  faith  in  the  realms  of  the  Orient ;  yet  some 
points  outside  the  Faith  have  been  discussed"  (Epist. 
^,  ad  Childeb.  Reg.) 

Knally,  a  few  years  later  on,  St.   Gregory  the 
^x'eat,  speaking  to  the  same  effect,  in  his  letter  to  the 
Bishops  of  Istria,  or  Iberia,  formally  and  expressly 
o^eclares  that  "  In  the  Synod  in  which  the  three  Chap- 
ters were  discussed,  nothing  was  torn  away  from  the 
*^th,  or  in  any  measure  changed  therein  5  it  was  c^o^^- 
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tion  there  merely  of  certain  persons"  (Epist.,  lib.  2, 
ep.  51).  With  the  doGuments,  then,  of  the  very  eon- 
temporaries  of  Yigilius  before  our  eyes,  denying  in 
the  plainest  terms  that  any  questicm  of  faith  waa  at 
issue  in  the  discussions,  we  £eu1  to  see  how  Dr.  Steams 
could  go  so  far  as  to  state  the  contrary  and  argue  from 
it  against  the  Infallibility  of  the  Church. 


CHAPTER  VIIL 

THE    CHURCH    AMD  THE  BIBLE. 

"  That  God  never  intended  the  Bible  to  be  the 
Christian's  rule  of  faith  independently  qf  the  living 
authority  of  the  Churchy  will  be  the  subject  of  this 
chapter.''  In  these  words  the  Archbishop  clearly 
states,  at  the  very  outset,  the  doctrine  of  the  Catholic 
Church  in  regard  to  the  reading  of  the  Bible.  For 
we  believe  that  the  Scriptures  are  not  given  to  all 
the  fJEiithful  as  their  immediate  rule  of  faith,  with  the 
duty  or  privilege  of  interpreting  them  by  their  own 
private  judgment ;  but  that  they  are  to  be  received 
from  those  who  are  in  the  Church  the  divinely  ap- 
pointed Custodians  and  Interpreters  of  the  inspired 
books,  and  that  they  are  to  be  imderstood  conform- 
ably to  the  explanation  and  teaching  of  this  supreme 
authority. 
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opposition  to  the  Archbisbop,"  says  Dr. 
,  "  I  assert  not  only  the  right,  but  the  duty,  of 
hristianj  however  humMe,  [italics  oiurs]  to  in- 
;he  Scriptures  for  himself,  studying  them  dili- 
with  prayer  for  the  illumination  of  the  Holy 
3.nd  availing  himself  of  every  means,  aoces- 
him,  including  the  Church  and  the  ministry, 
ig  at  their  true  meaning''  (p.  61). 
hall  discuss  the  arguments  of  the  Archbishop 
objections  of  his  opponent;  his  objections, 
;  for  his  abuse  is  beneath  our  notice, 
be  reader,  however,  first  remark  that  the  an- 
of  the  Church  to  interpret  the  Bible  cannot  be 
if  she  is  the  infallible  teacher  of  divine  Reve- 
for  it  is  evident  that,  in  this  capacity,  she  must 
3  which  are  the  inspired  Books,  and  how  they 
•e  understood.  Hence  the  question  in  hand 
considered  as  already  settled  in  the  preceding 
on  the  Infallibility  of  the  Chuych. 
first  argument  of  the  Archbishop,  to  prove 
)  Holy  Scriptures  are  not  the  ultimate  rule  of 
drawn  from  the  analogy  of  the  New  and  the 
jstament.  For  the  Jews,  God  appointed  a 
authority  to  explain  the  Sacred  Books  and  to 
controversies  respecting  the  meaning  of  the 
P  God.  The  Archbishop  adduces  the  testi- 
f  Malach.  ii.  7,  that  cannot  be  clearer :  "The 
lie  priest  shall  keep  knowledge,  au^  ti[i«^  \()Ql^ 
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people]  shall  seek  the  law  at  bis  month,  because  be 
is  tbe  angel  for  messenger]  of  the  Lord  of  Hosts.'' 
Of  tbis  text  Dr.  Steams  does  not  say  a  word;  feel- 
ing its  strength,  he  thoogbt  it  safer  to  pass  it  over. 

Tbe  Archbishop  quotes  also  a  passage  from  Deu- 
teronomy (ch.  xvii.  8).  Agamst  this  Dr.  Steams  ob* 
jects  on  the  ground  that  it  '' relates  to  civil  suits  and 
criminal  prosecutions,  that  could  not  be  settled  pri- 
vately, including  among  them,  of  course  (since  the 
Jewish  Government  was  a  Theocracy),  matters  per- 
taining to  religion."  The  text  rans  as  follows :  "If 
thou  perceive  that  there  be  among  you  a  hard  and 
doubtful  matter  in  judgment  between  blood  and 
blood,  cause  and  cause,  leprosy  and  leprosy;  and 
thou  see  that  the  words  of  the  judges  within  thy 
gates  [inferior  judges]  vary:  arise  and  go  to  the 
place,  which  the  Lord  thy  God  shall  choose.  And 
thou  shalt  come  to  the  priests  of  the  Levitical  race, 
and  to  the  judge  that  shall  be  at  that  time :  and  thou 
shalt  ask  of  them,  an4  they  shall  shew  thee  the 
truth  of  the  judgment" 

Now  let  the  reader  compare  this  text  with  the  fol- 
lowing, (II.  Paral.  xix.  8-11):  "In  Jerusalem  eleo 
Josaphat  appointed  Levites  and  priests,  and  chiefs'  of 
the  families  of  Israel,  to  judge  the  judgment  and  the 
cause  of  the  Lord  for  the  inhabitants  thereof.  And 
he  charged  them,  saying :  Thus  shall  you  do  in  the 
fear  of  the  Lord  faithfolly,  and  with  a  perfect  heart. 


THB  CHURCH  AND  THE  BIBLE.  123 

Every  caase  tliat  shall  come  to  you  of  your  brethren, 
that  dwell  in  their  cities,  between  kindred  and  kindred, 
wheresoever  there  is  question  concerning  the  law,  the 
conunandnient,  the  ceremonies,  the  justifications; 
Bho\7  it  them  that  they  may  not  sin  against  the  Lord, 
^d  that  wrath  may  not  come  upon  you  and  your 
hrethren:  and  so  doing  you  shall  not  sin.  And 
Anxarias,  the  priest,  your  high  priest,  shall  be  chief 
^  the  things  which  regard  God ;  and  Ztibadias,  the 
*^^i  of  Ismahel,  who  is  ruler  in  the  house  of  Juda, 
s^^all  be  over  those  matters  which  belong  to  the 
^lig^s  office." 

^lom  the  juxtaposition  of  these  texts  it  appears 
^^t  among  the  Jews  ^Hhe  things  which  regard  God '' 
^^  to  be  judged  by  the  priests,  and  ultimately  by 
^^  high  priest. 

£ut  let  us  come  to  the  main  point  under  discussion, 
"^id  Christ,  in  establishing  His  Church,  appoint  a 
^^ibleand  living  authority  to  preserve  and  make 
^^o)\ii  to  all  the  revealed  word  of  God  ? 

Holy  Scripture  answers  this  question  in  the  affirm- 
ative.    In  the  last  verses  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel 
^^  find  it  recorded,  that  our  Lord  appointed  His  Apos- 
**les,  and  their  successors,  the  Bishops  of  His  Church, 
^  be  the  only  authorized  teachers  of  His  doctrine, 
^  preserve  it,  and  to  disseminate  it  among  all  nations. 
^e  read  as  follows  (Matth.  xxviii.  18-20) :  "And 
Jesus  coming,  spoke  to  them  [the  Apostles],  saying; 
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All  power  is  given  to  me  in  heaven  and  in  earth.  Go- 
ing, therefore,  teach  ye  all  nations;  baptizing  them 
in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of 
the  Holy  Ghost;  teaching  them  to  observe  all 
things  whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you;  and  be- 
hold I  am  with  yon  all  days,  even  to  the  consmn- 
mation  of  the  world.'' 

From  these  words  it  is  clear  that  our  Lord,  in  virtae 
of  the  power  he  has  "  in  heaven  and  in  earth,^  sends 
his  Apostles  to  teach,  that  is,  to  disciple  Ifia^rirevaaTe] 
the  nations,  to  instruct  them  "  to  observe  aU  things 
whatsoever  he  had  commanded  them."  And  this 
commission  he  gives  not  to  the.  Apostles  alone  per- 
sonally, so  that  it  ceases  with  their  death,  but  he 
gives  it  to  them  and  to  all  their  sttccessors,  because,  as 
we  saw  in  the  preceding  chapter,  for  the  fulfilment 
of  this  same  commission  he  promised  the  assistance 
of  the  Holy  Ghost  for  ever :  "  And  I  will  ask  the 
Father,  and  He  shall  give  you  another  Paraclete,  that 
he  may  abide  with  you  for  ever'^  (John  xiv.  16). 

All  nations,  imtil  the  coming  of  the  Lord,  are  to 
receive  the  word  of  God  through  the  ministry  of  these 
divinely  commissioned  teachers.  Such  is  the  will  of 
the  Founder  of  Christianity,  clearly  expressed  in  the 
cited  texts.  Hence,  from  these  appointed  teachers 
and  pastors  the  new  converts  to  the  Christian  faith 
must  receive  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  all  the  faithful, 
under  their  direction,  read  and  interpret  them.    '^  It  is 
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plain,'' says  Dr.  Steams,  "that  the  office  of  the  Scrip- 
ture was  to  authenticate  the  spoken  word"  (p.  65).  Say 
just  the  contrary,  reader,  and  you  will  have  the  truth. 
Not  only  the  express  command  of  our  Lord,  recorded 
iu  the  Gospels,  but  the  very  origin  of  the  different 
parts  of  the  New  Testament,  their  scope,  their  char- 
acteristio  marks,  show  that  they  were  not  intended  to 
1t)e  substituted  for  the  authoritative  teaching  (magis- 
terium)  of  the  pastors  of  the  Church,  so  that  the 
^tliful  might  thenceforward,  by  themselves  and  on 
theix  private  judgment,  derive  from  these  books  a 
tjiowledge  of  the  Christian  doctrine,  of  whatever  is 
JiecesBary  to  be  believed  and  practised  for  salva- 
tion. 

The  Gospels,  the  Epistles,  and  the  Apocalypse 
stow,  at  the  first  glance,  that  their  inspired  authors 
^cl  not  intend  to  write  catechisms  of  the  Christian 
doctrine  J  none  of  them  purposed  to  consign  to  a 
^^^H>i  or  to  a  letter  all  the  revealed  truths.  They  not 
only  'vnrote  for  special  occasions,  but  in  most  cases  ad- 
^essed  themselves  to  particular  Churches,  or  to  in- 
^viduals. 

I^r.  Steams  endeavors  to  prove  from  the  first 
^<>rd8  of  the  Gospel  of  St.  Luke  that  "  the  office  of 
^^^pture  was  to  authenticate  the  spoken  word."  But 
^®  labor  is  in  vain.  St.  Luke  addresses  his  Gospel 
^  a^  individual,  to  Theophilus,  not  to  the  whole 
^*^vurch ;  he  writes  for  a  special  purpose,  namely,  to 
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offer  Theophilus  and  other  converted  gentfles  an 
autbentio  narrative  of  the  facts  relating  to  our  divine 
Saviour,  because  many  accounts,  not  approved  by  the 
Church,  were  in  circulation.  This  is  the  meaning 
of  St.  Luke's  introduction:  "Forasmuch  as  many 
have  taken  in  hand  to  set  forth  in  order  a  narration 
of  the  things  that  have  been  accomplished  among 
us "  [Prot.  vers.  "  which  are  most  surely  believed 
among  us ''],  .  .  .  .  "  it  seemed  good  to  mo  also,  hav- 
ing diligently  attained  to  all  things  from  the  begin- 
ning, to  write  to  thee,  in  order,  most  excellent  The- 
ophilus,  that  thou  mayest  know  the  verity  of  those 
words  in  which  thou  hast  been  instructed.'' 

Moreover,  many  things  are  recorded  by  St.  Luke, 
which  are  found  also  in  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark, 
others  which  are  given  only  in  St.  Matthew  or  only 
in  St.  Mark,  some  which  neither  of  these  Evange- 
lists mentions.  From  all  this  it  is  evident  that  he  had 
no  intention  to  write  a  treatise  on  the  Christian  re- 
ligion, or  offer  the  faithful  a  manual  of  their  faith. 

Dr.  Steams  charges  the  Archbishop  with  contra- 
dicting himself, because  in  one  place  (p.  101)  he  says: 
"  By  preaching  alone  He  [Christ]  intended  to  convert 
the  nations,  and  by  preaching  alone  they  were  con- 
verted" ;  and  in  another  place  (p.  470),  speaking  of 
the  indissolubility  of  marriage  he  says :  "  We  must, 
therefore,  admit  that,  according  to  the  religion  of 
Jesus  Christ,  conjugal  infidelity  does  not  warrant 
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either  party  to  marry  again,  or  we  a.re  forced  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  vast  numbers  of  Christians,  whose 
knowledge  'of  Christianity  was  derived  solely  from 
the  teachings  of  Sts.  Mark,  Luke,  and  Paul,  were 
imperfectly  instructed  in  their  faith." 

These  latter  words  evidently  do  not  mean  that  vast 
numbers  of  Christians  were  converted  by  the  writings 
of  St.  Mark,  St.  Luke  and  St.  Paul ;  hence,  they  in 
no  way  contradict  the  other  assertion,  that  ''by 
preaching  alone  the  nations  were  converted."  The 
plain  meaning  of  the  Archbishop's  words  in  ref- 
erence to  marriage  is,  that  a  vast  number  of  Chris- 
tians, already  converted  to  the  faith  by  the  preaching 
of  the  lawful  pastors,  were  not  yet  in  possession  of 
the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  but  had  then,  in  writing 
solely,  the  teachings  of  St.  Mark,  St.  Luke,  and  St. 
Paul. 

Dr.  Steams  understood  the  passages,  he  saw  that 
there  was  no  contradiction,  as  we  can  judge  from  his 
note  (p.  64);  but  he  could  not  check  his  bile  and  ab- 
stain from  vulgar  abuse,  so  that  he  recklessly  put  it 
down  that  the  Archbishop  refutes  himself,  ''  as  in  so 
many  other  instances,  past  and  to  come." 

Later  on  he  says  (p.  71):    "I  charge  him  [the 
Archbishop],  and  I  will  bring  the  charge  home  to 
Mm,  with  inconsistency,  in  denouncing  private   in- 
terpretation, and,. in  the  same  breath,  appealing  to  it. 
•    .  .  .  What  are  the  Archbishop's  339  aippe^\^  ^  \ 
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have  countod  riglit)  to  Scriptare^  but  so  many  appeals 
to  the  private  judgment  of  his  non-Roman  readers  t'' 

Had  the  Bev.  gentleman  been  less  hasty,  he  might 
have  perceived  that  the  Archbishop,  in  quoting  Holy 
Writ,  gives  no  countenance  to  the  doctrines  of  private 
interpretation  j  but  that,  himself  duly  submissive  to 
the  authority  of  the  Church,  he  argues  from  the  Scrip- 
tures against  those  who  admit  them  as  inspired,  and 
interpret  them  by  their  own  private  judgment.  Is 
that  yielding  to  his  adversaries,  or  is  it  turning  their 
arguments  against  themselves  t 

Let  us  now  listen  to  St.  Paul,  giving  instructions 
to  Timothy,  Bishop  of  the  Church  of  Ephesus.  Does 
he  tell  his  disciple  to  scatter  as  many  copies  of  the 
Holy  Scriptures  as  he  can  among  his  people,  because 
&om  these  they  are  to  gather  the  truths  of  the  Christian 
religion  and  the  duties  which  it  enjoins?  No;  he 
speaks  to  Timothy  as  to  a  teacher,  whom  the  faithful 
of  his  Church  are  bound  to  obey,  from  whom  they 
must  receive  the  true  doctrine ;  whose  duty  it  is  to 
keep  the  trust  of  revelation  committed  to  him,  to 
preach  and  explain  it,  to  transmit  it  undefiled  to  his 
successors.  "  0,  Timothy,  keep  that  which  is  com- 
mitted to  thy  trust,  avoiding  the  profane  novelties  of 
words,  and  oppositions  of  knowledge,  falsely  so- 
called,  which  some  promising  have  erred  concerning 
the  faith/'  (I.  Tim.  vi.  20, 21).  "  Hold  the  form  of 
sound  words,  which  thou  hast  heard  of  me  in  faith. 
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and  in  the  love  wbicli  is  in  Christ  Jesus.  Keep  the 
good  thing  committed  to  thy  trust  by  the  Holy  Ghost 
(t^v  Kak'^v  trapadrJKfiv  (jivka^ov  6ia  TTvevfjiaTog 
dyiov,  Toi;  kvoiKovvTO^  kv  Tjfuv)  who  dwelleth  in  us." 
(II.  Tim.  i.  13, 14).  "  Thou,  therefore,  my  son,  be 
strong  in  the  grace  which  is  in  Christ  Jesus ;  and  the 
things  which  thou  hast  heard  of  me,  by  many  wit- 
nesses, the  same  commend  fo  fedthful  men,  who  shall 
he  fit  to  teach  others  also."     (II.  Tim.  ii.  1,  2.) 

Here,  however,  we  must  pause  a  moment  to  let 
Dr.  Steams  put  in  a  word.  We  hear  him  say :  Take ' 
dowByourInof^w,foryouarenotfiglti„gus 
now }  you  and  the  Archbishop  '^  either  misapprehend 
our  position,  or  else  wilfully  misrepresent  it ; "  what  "^ 
we  mean  "  by  the  Bible  and  the  Bible  only,"  is  "  not 
the  Bible  to  the  exclusion  of  the  Church  and  mmistry, 
hU  the  Bible  to  the  exclusion  of  the  unwritten  tradi- 
tbns."     (p.  67.) 

We  acknowledge  that  the  formula  '^the  Bible  and 
the  Bible  only,"  as  understood  by  Protestants  in  gen- 
Qtal,  and  the  members  of  the  Episcopalian  Church  in 
particular,  excludes  ^'  unwritten  traditions  "  (of  which 
later);  but  we  maintain,  moreover,  that  the  same  for- 
mula, as  understood  by  them,  excludes  also  the  aU' 
^horiiy  of  the  Church  in  interpreting  the  Sacred  Scrip- 
ttues,  for  which  we  contend.     The  right  of  private 
interpretation  of  Holy  Writ  is  asserted  and  defended 
l>y  Protestants  as  a  fundamental  principle  of  their  re- 
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ligion  ]  and  on  tbis  principle  the  duty  of  submitting 
one's  private  judgment  to  an  unerring  authority,  di- 
vinely appointed  in  the  Church  to  teach  the  true 
sense  of  the  written  word  of  God,  and  to  condemn 
wrong  private  interpretations,  is  denied. 

With  regard  to  Episcopalians,  we  remind  our 
Rev.  Doctor  that  of  the  39  Articles  of  the  Church 
of  England,  the  20th  contains  the  following :  "  It  is 
not  lawful  for  the  Church  to  ordain  anything  that 
is  contrary  to  God's  word  written,  neither  may  U  so 
e3ppound  one  place  of  Scripture,  that  it  he  repugnatU 
to  another,^  Who  is  to  decide  whether  "  one  place  of 
Scripture  is  so  expounded  as  to  be  repugnant  to  an- 
other''? Again,  in  the  21st  article  it  is  said:  '^  General 
Councils  taay  not  be  gathered  together  without  the  con- 
sent and  will  of  princes.  And  when  they  be  gathered 
(forasmuch  as  they  be  an  assembly  of  men,  whereof 
all  be  not  governed  with  the  spirit  and  word  of  God) 
they  may  err,  and  sometimes  they  have  erred,  even 
in  things  pertaining  to  God.  Wherefore,  things  or- 
dained  by  them,  as  necessary  to  salvation,  have  neither 
strength  nor  authority ,  unless  it  may  be  declared 
[nisi  ostendi  possint]  that  they  be  taken  out  of  Holy 
Scripture."  (See  Schaff,  Creeds,  vol.  3,  p.  500.) 
The  solemn  judgment  of  the  Church  is,  then,  accord- 
ing to  this  article,  liable  to  error,  lias  not  hy  itself 
authority  to  decide  on  the  true  sense  of  Scripture, 
and  hence  cannot  he  the  immediate  rule  of  faith.     It 
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private  judgment  that  must  determine  whether  the 
-cision   of  a  General   Council  is  right  or  wrong, 
hether  it  is  conformable  or  opposed  to  Holy  Writ. 
But  let  Dr.  Steams  speak  for  us.     He  says  :  "  In 
>position  to  the  Archbishop  I  assert  not  only  the 
?lit,  but  the  duty  of  every  Christian,  however  hum- 
^,  to  interpret  the  Scriptures  for  himself."    Does 
^   not  by  these  words  most  emphatically  assert  the 
^ttirnon  assumption  of  Protestants,  viz. :  the  right  of 
^vate  interpretation  to  the  exclusion  of  the  authority 
L  the  Church,  to  which  we  Catholics  say  private 
id^ment  mU;St  submit  t     The  Doctor  declares,  it  is 
^e,  that  every  Christian,  however  humble,  has  the 
?tt  and  the  duty  to  interpret  the  Scriptures  for  him- 
1^,  *'  availing  himself  of  every  means  accessible  to 
^,  including  the  Church  and  the  ministry.''     But 
8   declaration  rather  confirms  what  has  already 
^n  said,  namely,  that  every  Christian  is  for  himself 
last  resort  in  judging  of  the  meaning  of  Holy 
'pture,  to  the  exclusion  of  a  supreme  authority  out 
himself.       For,   Dr.    Steams    gives    him   "the 
rch  and  the  ministry,''  not  as  an  authority  on 
li  ho  must  rely,  hut  as  a  means  which  may  help 
to  form  his  final  and  authoritative  judgment. 
e  have  already  proved  from  Holy  Scripture  that 
it  our  Lord  established  in  his  Church  an  author- 
)  which  the  faithful  must  submit  in  the  inter- 
ion  of  the  Word  of    God.    'W©  ^2!)^  "olQ^ 


192     THE  TRUE  FAITH  OF  OUR  FOREFATHERS. 

support  our  position  by  tlie  doctrine  of  the  early 
Fathers. 

St.  Irenaeus  (Adv.  Haores.  lib.  4,  c.  26,  n.  2,  5) 
says :  "  Those  who  are  in  the  Church  ought  to  obey 
the  priests  (presbyteris),  those  who  have  the  succes- 
sion firom  the  Apostles,  as  we  have  shown ;  who  with 
the  succession  of  the  Episcopacy,  received,  according 

to  the  will  of  the  Father,  the  gift  of  truth 

Where,  therefore,  the  gifts  of  the  Lord  are  deposited, 
there  the  truth  is  to  be  learned,  from  them  with 
whom  rests  the  succession  of  the  Church  from  the 
Apostles,  and  with  whom  are  found  the  principles  of 
sound  and  irreprovable  conduct  (conversationis)  and 
of  imadulterated  and  incorruptible  doctrines.  For, 
these  keep  the  faith  in  one  God  who  made  all  things 
.  .  .  and  explain  to  us  the  Scriptures  without  daa- 
ger.'^     (See  also  lib.  3,  c.  4.) 

Tertullian  (De  Praescript.  c.  19)  says:  ''The 
order  of  things  required  that  this  question  should  be 
first  proposed,  which  is  now  the  only  one  to  be  dis- 
cussed :  To  whom  belongs  the  faith  (quibus  compe- 
tat  fides  ipsa),  whose  are  the  Scriptures,  by  whom, 
and  through  whom,  and  when,  and  to  whom,  was  that 
rule  delivered  {disciplina  tradita)  whereby  men  be- 
come Christians  j  for  wherever,  both  the  true  Christian 
rule  and  faith  shall  be  shown  to  be,  there  will  be  the 
true  Scriptures,  and  the  true  expositions,  and  all  the 
true  Christian  traditions." 
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Origen,  speaking  of  heretics  (Comm.  in  Matth.  xxiv. 
h.  46),  says :  ''  As  often  as  they  bring  forward  canon- 
ical Scriptores,  in  which  every  Christian  agrees  and 
believesy  they  seem  to  say :  Behold  in  the  houses  is 
the  word  qf  truth  (Matth.  xxiv.  26).  Bat  we  are  not 
to  credit  them,  nor  to  go  ont  from  the  first  and  eccle- 
siastical tradition^  nor  to  believe  otherwise  than 
through  the  succession  of  the  Church  of  God  which 
has  been  transmitted  to  us." 

Vincent  of  Lerins  (Common.  I.  n.  27):  "  But  some 
one  may  say,  if  both  the  devil  and  his  disciples, 
whereof  some  are  false  apostles,  and  false  prophets, 
and  false  teachers,  and  all  utterly  heretics,  do  use  the 
divine  sayings,  sentences  and  promises,  what  shall 
Catholic  men,  and  sons  of  our  Mother,  the  Church, 
do  t  In  what  shall  they,  in  the  Holy  Scriptures,  dis- 
cern truth  from  falsehood?  They  will  take  very 
great  care  to  do  that  which  in  the  beginning  of  this 
Commonitoiy  we  have  said  that  holy  and  learned 
men  have  delivered  to  us — ^that  they  interpret  the 
divine  Scriptures,  according  to  the  traditions  of  the 
universal  Church,  and  according  to  the  rules  of 
Catholic  doctrine." 

St.  Leo  the  Great  (Epist.  82,  ad.  Marc.  Aug.) 
says :  "  It  is  not  lawful  to  differ,  even  by  one  word, 
from  the  evangelic  and  apostolic  doctrine,  or  to  think 
otherwise  concerning  the  divine  Scriptures  than  as 
the  blessed  Apostles  and  our  Fathers  learned  and 
taught."  12 
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These  quotations  suffice  to  show  in  wliat  light  pri- 
vate interpretation  of  the  Scriptures,  without  submis- 
sion to  the  teaching  and  explanation  of  the  Church, 
was  regarded  in  the  primitive  times. 

The  Archbishop  arrives  at  the  same  conclusion  by 
a  different  line  of  argument. 

" I  will  address  myseK/'  he  says  (p.  103),  "in  a 
friendly  spirit  to  a  non-Catholic,  and  will  proceed  to 
show  him  that  he  cannot  consistently  accept  the  silent 
Book  of  Scripture  as  his  sufficient  guide.  A  copy  of 
the  sacred  volume  is  handed  to  you  by  your  minister, 
who  says :  '  Take  this  book  j  you  will  find  it  all- 
sufficient  for  your  salvation.'  But  here  a  very  serious 
difficulty  awaits  you  at  the  very  threshold  of  your  in- 
vestigations. What  assurance  have  you  that  tbe 
book  he  hands  you  is  the  inspired  Word  of  God  V 

Dr.  Steams  promptly  answers :  "  We  have  the 
same  *  assurance '  that  you  have.  The  same  evidence 
is  accessible  to  us  that  is  accessible  to  you,  and  it  is 
not  very  assuming  in  us  to  assume  that  we  are,  to  6ay 
the  least,  as  capable  as  you  of  weighing  it,  especially 
as  weighing  it  involves  private  judgment,  and  you 
are  not  allowed  in  this  matter  to  have  any  private 
judgment,  but  must  take  the  say-so  of  your  Church, 
without  even  weighing  her  testimony''  (p.  72). 

But  the  reader  will  not  be  satisfied  so  readily  with  the 
bold  assertion  of  our  Reverend  opponent ;  on  examin- 
ation, he  will  soon  discover  that  a  wide  difference  sep- 
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arates  Ca,tliolics  from  Protestants  in  their  belief  of 
the  inspiration  of  the  divine  Scriptures.  No  !  Pro- 
testants have  not  and  cannot  have  the  same  "  assur- 
ance "  that  Catholics  have.  Catholics  receive  from 
the  Church,  which  cannot  err,  the  books  of  the  Old 
and  New  Testament  as  inspired  by  God;  the 
Church  received  them  in  trust  in  the  beginning ;  she 
has  preserved  them  inviolate,  and  she  offers  them 
with  infallible  authority  to  the  faithful  as  inspired 
books.  Catholics,  therefore,  are  sure,  with  absolute 
certainty,  that  these  books  contain  the  Word  of  God, 
and  believe  it  with  absolute  faith.  On  the  other 
hand,  for  Protestants  in  general,  and  Episcopalians 
in  particular,  who  do  not  admit  the  infallibility  of  the 
Church,  but  trust  to  private  judgment,'  there  is  no 
such  certainty,  nay,  there  is  no  certainty  at  all.  For, 
since  their  only  rule  of  faith  is  the  Bible,  and  "  what- 
soever is  not  read  therein,  nor  may  be  proved  thereby, 
is  not  to  be  required  of  any  man  that  it  should  be 
believed  as  an  article  of  faith"  (Art.  VI.  of  the  39) ; 
and  since  the  Bible  does  not  say  a  word  about  the 
number  and  the  Canon  of  the  books  which  Protest- 
ants in  general,  or  Episcopalians  in  particular,  have 
adopted,  they  cannot  believe  that  those  books 
are  inspired  and  contain  the  Word  of  Godj  they 
cannot  believe  that  these  only,  and  no  others,  are 
the  inspired  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testa- 
ment. 
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Hence  the  variations  among  Protestants  with,  re- 
gard to  the  Canon  of  the  Sacred  Scriptures,  whioh 
variations,  of  themselves,  show  that  private  judgment 
cannot  give  any  certainty  on  the  subject. 

In  the  beginning  of  the  so-called  "Reformation^ 
the  Lutherans  rejected  all  the  deuterocanonical 
books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  whilst  Calvin 
and  his  first  followers  rejected  only  the  deuterocan- 
onical books  of  the  New  Testament,  and  retained 
those  of  the  Old  Testament.  In  the  39  Articles 
of  the  Church  of  England  the  deuterocanonical 
books  of  the  Old  Testament  are  rejected,  and  those 
of  the  New  Testament  retained.  Who  can  enume- 
rate the  individual  Protestants  who  either  denied^ 
or,  at  least,  doubted  the  genuineness,  or  inspiration, 
of  one  or  more  of  even  the  protocanonical  Scrip- 
tures? 

The  only  rule  that  can  be  applied  with  certainty 
bf  the  result,  is  expressed  in  these  golden  words  of 
St.  Augustine  (Contra  Ep.  Fund.  c.  5) :  "I  should 
not  believe  the  Gt)spels,  unless  the  authority  of  the 
Church  moved  mo  thereto;''  which  rule  the  same 
Doctor  confirms  speaking  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apos- 
tles :  "  which  book  I  must  necessarily  believe,  if  I 
believe  the  Gospel,  because  both  Scriptures  the 
Catholic  authority  in  the  same  manner  commends 
to  me.'' 

Dr.  Steams  objects  against  the  deuterocanonical 
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books  of  the  Old  Testament,  which  we  believe  to  be 
inspired  as  well  as  the  others,  that  they  are  not  com- 
prised in  the  Jewish  Canon. 

TVe  answer  that  this  Canon  was  made  immediately 
aJto:  the  Babylonian  captivity,  by  Esdras,  who  col- 
lected aU  the  books  that  coul  d  then  be  found.  After  his 
time  the  Books  of  Barach,  Tobias,  Judith  and  Wisdom, 
as  well  as  more  complete  copies  of  Daniel  and  Esther, 
were  brought  to  light :  and  as  for  "  Ecclesiasticus,''  by 
Jesus,  the  son  of  Sirach,  and  the  two  Books  of  the 
Machabees,  they  were  not  yet  written  when  the  col- 
lection was  made.  Hence  these  books  are  not  men- 
tioned in  the  Canon  of  Esdras.  But  they  were  held 
in  veneration  among  the  Jews,  and  in  the  Greek 
Ixanslation  of  the  70,  used  by  the  Apostles,  they  were 
joined  to  the  other  Sacred  Writings.  Besides,  they 
were  received  as  part  of  the  Sacred  Scriptures  by  the 
inspired  authors  of  the  New  Testament,  who  make 
frequent  allusions  to  them.  Compare,  for  instance, 
II.  Mach.  vi.  19,  and  Heb.  xi.  35 ;  Wisd.  xiii.,  and 
Bom.  i.  17-31 ;  Wisd.  vii.  26,  and  Heb.  i.  3  j  EccL 
xxiv.  29,  and  John  vi.  35  j  Eccl.  xxxv.  11,  and  II. 
Cor.  ix.  7. 

The  Church  received  the  deuterocanonical  books 

of  the  Old  Testament  in  trust  from  the  Apostles  as 

inspired   Scriptures,   and  as   such  she  kept    them 

through  the  succeeding  ages.    We  find  them  quoted, 

like  the  other    divine    Scriptures,  by   the  earliest 
12* 
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Fathers,  St,  Clement  of  Eome,*  Tertiillian,t  St 
Cvprian.}  St  Ireiuras.§  Clement  of  Alexandimi  and 
others. 

TTe  find  them  reckoned  among  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures bv  the  ConncU  of  Hippo  (an.  393) ;  by  the  3d 
Coraicil  of  Carthage  (an.  397);  by  Pope  Innocent  I. 
(an.  405);  in  his  Epistle  "Ad  Exsnperantimn  "  (Migne, 
P.  L.  t.  56,  p.  504). 

Dr.  Steams  tells  ns  ^nth  a  sneer,  that  the  2d  Book 
of  Machabees  was  excluded  from  the  Canon  by  Pope 
Gelaans,  in  a  Homan  Council,  held  A.  D.  494 ;  and 
he  asks :  "  Which  was  right,  the  African  Council  or 
the  Infallible  Poper  (page  75).  The  Infallible  Pope 
was  right,  no  doubt,  for  he  did  not  exclude  the  2d  Book 
of  Machal>ees  from  the  Canon ;  on  the  contrary,  he 
oxpessly  included  it  Dr.  Steams  was  led  astray  by 
Bishop  Hopkins,  from  whom  he  copied  his  objection; 
but  neither  of  the  reverend  gentlemen  should  have 
been  ignorant  that  in  the  Decree  of  Pope  Grelasius  all 
the  deuii'nK^anonical  books  are  included,  and  that  in 
the  oldest  and  best  manuscripts  the  Books  of  the 


•  1  Ep.  ad  Cor.  9, 27,  55. 

t  De  Cor.  4,  et  Scorp.  8 ;  ad  Judaeos,  4 ;  De  Exh. 
Cast.  2 :  De  Mono|^.  17. 

t  De  Mort.  10 ;  De  Op.  Eleem,  2,  5,  20 ;  De  bono  Pat.  17; 
De  Zelo,  4  ;  Testim.  L.  2;  1,  6, 14 ;  L.  3, 1,  4. 

J  Adv.  Haeres.  L.  4  ;  f),  26,  38,  3 ;  Lib.  5  .  35. 

II  Strom.  Lib.,  4 ;  Pcedag.  Lib.  1 ;  8,  9,  10,  13 ;  Lib. 
11 ;  1,  2,  etc. 
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Machabees  are  expressly  given  as  two  in  number 
(see  Blancbini  Anast  Bibl,  de  Vitis  Bom.  Pont  t  4, 
opusG.  3). 

Moreover,  Dr.  Steams  trimnphantly  quotes  Pope  St. 
Gregory  the  Great.  "  Grand  old  Pope  he  was,"  ho  says, 
**  grand  old  Pope  he  was,  even  if  he  wasn't  infallible. 
I  say,  I  side  with  him  in  excluding  not  only  the  second 
book  of  Machabees,  but  the  first  book  also ;  for  he  in- 
troduces a  quotation  from  it  in  these  words :  '  We 
shall  not  go  too  far  if  we  bring  forward  a  testimony 
from  these  books,  which,  althotigh  not  canonical,  are 
used  to  edify  the  Church'  (MoraL  in  Job,  lib.  19,  o. 
34)"  (page  75). 

It  would,  indeed,  be  well  for  Dr.  Steams  to  side 
with  St.  Qregory;  he  would  open  his  eyes  to  the 
truth,  and  ask  admission  into  the  true  fold  of  Christ, 
governed  by  the  successor  of  the  "  grand  old  Pope'* 
of  the  6th  century.  St.  Gregory  the  Great  did  not . 
exclude  the  Books  of  Machabees  from  the  Canon. 
The  passage,  wrongly  quoted  and  badly  translated, 
has  not  this  meaning.  St.  Gregory's  words  are : 
"  Non  inordinate  agimus,  si  ex  libris,  licet  non  canoni- 
cis,  sed  tamen  ad  sedificationem  Ecclesiae  editis,  tes- 
timonium proferamus;"  (Mor.  lib.  19,  c.  21,  n.  34) 
and  he  means  that  with  right  he  quotes  ftom  the 
books  of  the  Machabees,  for,  although  they  are  not 
in  the  Jewish  canon  [licet  non  canonicis]  they  were 
published  for  the  edification  of  the  Church.     ^^ 
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idea  is  no  other  than  that  of  St.  Angiustme  :  '^Maoha- 
baeoram  libri,  quos  non  Judaei  sad  Ecclesia  pro 
canonicis  habet"  (De  Civit.  Dei,  lib.  18,  o.  36). 

Dr.  Steams  cites  against  us  '^  one  more  witness,'' 
St.  Jerome.  In  his  Preface  to  the  Proverbs  of  Solo- 
mon he  says  :  "  As,  therefore,  the  Church  reads  in- 
deed Judith  and  Tobit  and  the  Books  of  the  Macha- 
bees,  but  does  not  receive  them  among  the  canonical 
Scriptures  j  so  also  she  reads  these  two  volumes  [Wis- 
dom and  EcclesiasticusJ  for  the  edification  of  the  peo- 
ple, not  for  the  coniirmation  of  ecclesiastical  doc- 
trine" (page  75). 

These  words  are  easily  explaiiTed,  if  we  call  to 
mind  the  time  when  they  were  written,  namely,  before 
the  year  393  (see  Proleg.  2  Benedict,  in  Sacram  Bib- 
lioth.  S.  Hieronymi),  and,  hence,  before  the  Decree  of 
the  Council  of  Hippo,  placing  those  six  books  in  the 
Canon,  was  published.  The  decretal  letter  of  Pope 
St.  Innocent  I.  "Ad  Exsuperantium,"  in  which  these 
books  are  enumerated  among  the  canonical  books  re- 
ceived by  the  Church,  was  not  issued  before  the  year 
405. 

St.  Jerome,  however,  in  his  writings,  which  date 
after  the  year  393,  quotes  from  the  deuterocanonical 
books,  calling  them  Divine  ScripturCj  Holy  Scripture^ 
Sacred  Volumes j  Scripture j  and  cites  them  in  proof  of 
dogmas  of  our  faith.  (See  Franzelin,  de  divinis  Scrip- 
turis,  Sect.  2,  th.  10.^ 
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For  the  same  reason,  in  the  list  of  canonical  books 
^ven  by  Melito,  Origan,  St.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem,  St. 
Bilary  of  Poitiers,  and  St.  Athanasius,  dU  the  deutero- 
canonical  Scriptures  are  not  found.  These  Fathers 
^ed  before  the  end  of  the  fourth  century,  and,  conse- 
<jTiently,  before,  the  publication  of  the  Canon  of  the 
^African  Churches,  and  the  approbation  of  Pope  St. 
Innocent  I.  in  405 ;  they  did  not,  therefore,  mention 
the  deuterocanonical  books  as  authoritatively  received 
into  the  Canon  of  the  Christian  Church.  But  yet 
these  same  Fathers  quote  them  as  inspired  books. 
(See  Lamy,  Introd.  in  Sacram  Scrip.,  p.  1,  c.  3.) 

Lastly,  with  regard  to  flie  Canon  of  the  Council  of 
LiBodicea  we  must  observe  :  1,  that  it  was  issued  in 
the  year  373,  namely,  thirty-two  years  before  the 
Decree  of  St.  Innocent  I. ;  2,  that  it  has  most  proba- 
bly come  down  to  us  in  a  mutilated  form,  for  accord- 
ing to  the  "  codex  Veronensis  "  it  includes  also  the 
"  Apocalypse,''  which  was  wanting  in  the  Canon  as 
commonly  printed  before  the  discovery  of  that  "  co- 
dex," and  in  the  "codex  Vaticanus''  the  book   of 
"  Judith "  is*  also  inserted ;  3,  that  at  aU  events,  it 
gives  only  the  catalogue  of  the  sacred  books  used  in 
^particular  Church.     (See  Card.  Pitra,  Juris  Eccles. 
Grace,  historia  et  monum.  t.  1,  p.  503-506.) 

As  Dr.  Steams  shows  such  marked  ill  will  against 
the  Books  of  the  Machabees,  we  shall  point  out  in  a 
note  some   passages   referring  to   these  books^  8& 
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collected'  from  the  early  Fathers  by  Card.  Fran- 
zelin.* 

The  objections  agamst  the  Canon  of  the  Scriptures 
have  forced  us  into  a  digression.  We  now  return  to 
the  main  subject.  The  Archbishop,  continuing  his 
proof  that  the  Bible,  without  the  authority  of  the 
Church  to  interpret  it,  cannot  be  the  rule  of  faitb, 
says :  "  But  even  when  you  are  assured  that  the 
Bible  contains  the  word  of  God,  how  do  you  know 
that  the  translation  is  faithful  ?  The  books  of  Scrip- 
ture were  originally  written  in  Hebrew  and  Greek, 
and  you  have  only  the  translation.  Before  you  are 
certain  that  the  translation  is  faithful,  you  must  study 
the  Hebrew  and  Greek  languages,  and  then  compare 
the  translation  with  the  original.  How  few  are  capa- 
ble of  this  gigantic  undertaking !''  (p.  104). 

Dr.  Steams  answers  :  We  know  "  in  the  same  way 
that  you  and  your  Church  know  that  your  translation 


*  Clem.  Alex.,  Strom.  I.  p.  329 ;  TertulhyStdy.  JudsBos, 
ed.  Rigat.)  p.  210,  HippolyU  de  Antich.  ed.  Fabricii,  p.  24 ; 
Orig.  Exhort.  Martyr,  ed.  de  la  Rue,  t.  1.,  p.  287;  de 
Orat.  ibid.,  p.  213 ;  de  Princip.,  lib.  1,  c.  1.,  p.  79;  in  Ex- 
od.  X.  27,  t.  2j  p.  113 ;  in  Cant.  Cant.,  t.  3,  p.  75 ;  in  Joan., 
t.  4.,  p.  273;  m  Rom,  p.  540, 621 ;  Cypnan^  ep.  55  ad.  Com.; 
de  Exhort.  Martyr. ;  Cone,  Carth.  II.  Harduin,  t.  1.,  p.  152 ; 
Evseh.  Praep.  Evang.,  1.  XIII.,  c.  3  ;  Athanas.y  in  Ps.  78; 
Luc\fer  Calarit.;  Ephrem.  Syrus;  Hilarius;  Greg,  Nazian, ; 
Jmhros. ;  Chrysost. ;  Augustin.;  Q,  Julius  Hilarian. ;  Ida- 
civs  Clarus;  Cassiodorus ;  Joan.  Damascenus;  all  quoted 
-with  pages  and  editions  by  Card.  Franzelin,  De  Tradi- 
tione  et  Scriptura,  Romae,  1870;  p.  363. 
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is  faithfal.  Some  of  us  have  compared  the  transla- 
tion with  the  original.  The  rest  of  us  are  satisfied 
of  its  substantial  accuracy"  (p.  79). 

But  our  Rev.  Doctor's  answer  is  an  evident  con- 
firmation of  the  Archbishop's  argument.  For  if  you 
are  satisfied  of  the  accuracy  of  your  translation  on 
the  authority  of  those  who  have  compared  it  with  the 
original  j  your  rule  of  faith  is  not  the  Bible  alone,  Jmt 
tbe  Bible  as  handed  to  you  by  those,  on  whose  author- 
ity you  rely  for  the  correctness  of  the  text ;  it  is  not 
your  private  judgment  which  decides  on  the  faithful- 
ness of  the  translation ;  but  your  private  judgment 
forces  you,  against  the  fundamental  rule  of  Protest- 
antism, to  submit  to  the  authority  of  others.  The 
difference  between  you  and  Catholics,  on  this  point, 
is  that  you  submit  to  the  private  and  very  fallible 
judgment  of  a  few  translators,  and  we  Catholics  sub- 
mit to  the  judgment  of  an  infallible  authority, 
which,  by  divine  commission,  keeps  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures in  trust.  Tliis  judgment  of  the  Church  is  ex- 
pressed in  the  following  words  of  the  Council  of 
Trent,  sess.  4.  (April  8,  1546) :  ^'The  sacred  Synod, 
considering  that  no  little  utility  can  accrue  to  the 
Church  of  God,  if  it  appear  which  of  all  the  Latin 
editions  of  the  sacred  Books  that  are  in  circulation, 
ought  to  be  regarded  as  authentic ;  decrees  and  de- 
clares that  this  same  old  and  Vulgate  edition,  which 
has  been  approved  by  use  for  so  many  ages  in  the 
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Glinrch  herself,  is  to  be  held  as  authentic  in  public 
lectures,  disputations,  sermons  and  expositions,  and 
that  no  one  shall  under  any  pretext  dare  or  presume 
to  reject  it." 

Hence  the  Church  declared  the  "  Vulgate "  to  be 
authentic,  not  in  so  far  as  to  guarantee  in  the  Latin 
Vulgate  the  exclusion  of  even  the  slightest  errors, 
nor  as  to  place  the  version  above  the  original ;  but 
only  to  testify  that  this  translation,  in  general,  renders 
the  original  text  with  remarkable  fidelity,  above  every 
Latin  edition  then  in  circulation,  and  that  it  contains 
nothing  at  variance  with  revealed  doctrine  or  foreign 
to  piety.  A  very  accurate  edition  of  the  Vulgate 
was  issued  in  1590,  after  many  years  of  mo^t  careful 
examination,  by  order  of  Pope  Sixtus  V.  In  1592, 
affcef  a  new  revision  of  the  text,  and  a  laborious  col- 
lation with  Hebrew,  Greek,  and  Latin  codices,  the 
edition  now  in  use  among  Catholics  was  published  by 
Pope  Clement  VIIL 

Another  argument  against  the  Protestant  rale  of 
faith,  "  the  Bible  and  the  Bible  alone,"  is  thus  pro- 
posed by  the  Archbishop:  "A  competent  guide  [to 
heaven],  such  as  our  Lord  intended  for  us,  must  have 
three  characteristics.  It  must  be  within  the  reach  of 
every  one,  it  must  be  clear  and  intelligible,  it  must 
be  able  to  satisfy  us  on  all  questions  relating  to  faith 
and  morals'*  (p.  105). 

^'  It  is  clear,"  says  the  Archbishop,  speaking  of  the 
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first  mark,  ''  that  the  ScriptnreB  could  not  at  any 
period  have  been  accessible  to  every  one.^  Dr. 
Steams  grants  the  fact  for  the  ^'primitive  Chris- 
tians." "  No  one  supposes/'  he  says, "  that '  the  Bible 
alone '  was  their  guide.  The  inspired  Apostles  and 
Evangelists  were  their  guide;''  he  should  say  the 
Apostles  and  the  Pastors  of  the  newly-founded 
Churches.  In  the  following  ages  up  to  the  fifteenth 
century,  manuscript  Bibles,  which  alone  were  to  be 
bad,  could  not  be  multiplied  to  such  an  extent  as  to 
reach  every  one.  Dr.  Steams  endeavors  to  explain 
away  the  difficulty  by  quoting  Dupin,  who  asserts 
that  a  little  after  the  death  of  the  Apostles  and 
Evangelists  copies  of  the  Scriptures  were  scattered 
over  the  face  of  the  whole  earth ;  he  quotes  also  &om 
the  Archbishop,  speaking  of  '^  learned  monks  con- 
stantly employed  in  copying  the  Bible,"  and  of  the 
Vulgate  which  was  "  disseminated  throughout  Chris- 
tendom." But  was  the  supply  of  Bibles  so  abundant 
that  everybody  was  furnished  with  a  copy  f  That  is 
what  must  be  proved,  and  that  is  what  Dr.  Steams 
did  not  and  cannot  show.  It  cannot  even  be  admit- 
ted that  in  our  time,  with  all  modem  facilities  of 
multiplying  and  distributing  books,  a  copy  of  the 
Bible  comes  to  the  hands  of  every  one. 

"But  even  if  the  Bible,"   continues  the  Arch- 
bishop, "  were  at  all  times  accessible  to  every  one, 

how  many  millions  exist  in  every  age  and  country, 
13 
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not  excepting  onr  own  age  of  boasted  enlightenment^ 
who  are  not  accessible  to  the  Bible,  because  they 
are  incapable  of  reading  the  Word  of  God  1  More- 
over, a  competent  religious  guide,''  says  the  Arch- 
bishop, ''  must  be  clear  and  intelligible  to  ^all,  so  that 
every  one  may  fully  understand  the  true  meaning  of  the 
instructions  it  contains.  Is  the  Bible  a  book  mtelli- 
gible  to  all  f  Far  firom  it ;  it  is  full  of  obscnrities 
and  difficulties,  not  only  for  the  illiterate,  but  even  for 
the  learned''  (p.  107). 

Dr.  Steams  replies  (p.  84) :  "  That  there  are  hard 
places  in  Scripture  nobody  denies,  but  they  are  not 
those  necessary  to  salvation  j" — and  thereupon  he 
undertakes  to  prove,  by  passages  of  Holy  Writ  and 
the  Fathers  from  Dupin,  that  the  Scriptures  can  be  in- 
telligible and  clear  to  all.  However,  the  reader  will 
easily  perceive  that  those  citations  have  nothing  to 
•do  with  the  present  question.  The  point  at  issue  is 
not  whether  there  are  parts  of  Holy  Writ  that  need  no 
^explanation;  this  is  granted;— nor  whether  the  Bible, 
rightly  understood,  is  light  to  our  minds,  sweet  com- 
fort to  our  hearts,  strength  to  our  souls,  which,  indeed, 
the  Scriptures  and  the  Fathers  testify,  and  our  own 
daily  experience  confirms ; — ^the  question  is :  whether 
or  not  the  Scriptures  contain  so  many  passages  difficult 
to  understand,  that  the  assistance  of  an  authorized  in- 
terpreter is  indispensable  to  make  them  a  book  'free 
from  the  occasions  of  most  dangerous  errors. 
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Now,  this  difficulty  of  understanding  the   Holy 

Scriptores  is  so  manifest^  that  it  would  seem  a  useless 

task  to  bring  forward  proofs.     The  sacred  volumes 

themselves  bear  us  out,  for  example,  Luc.  xxiv.  45  3 

I.  Cor.  xii.  29-30;  Acts  viii.  30-31  j  II.  Pet.  iii.  16  j 

— and  the  holy  Fathers  so  often  come  back  on  this 

point,  that  Bonfirerius  (in  Praeloquiis,  c.  9.  sect.  2) 

distributed  the  passages   into  twenty  classes.     St. 

Jerome,  ex.  gr.,  in  the  preface  to  his  Commentaries 

on  the  Epistle  to  the  Ephesians,  relates :  "  Not  long 

ago,  mainly  for  this  reason,  I  visited  Alexandria,  that 

I  might  see  Dydimus,  and  confer  with  him  about 

doubts  from    Scripture.''     And    in    his  Epist.   ad 

Algasiam    (cxxi.)   he    remarks:    "The    Scriptures 

of  the  Old  Testament  are  involved  in  obscurities.''* 

St  Augustine  (ep.  137)  says :  "  Such  is  the  depth 

of  Christian  Scriptures,  that  I  should  make  daily 

progress  in   them,   if    I    had    devoted    myself  to 

tbem  al6ne  from  boyhood  to  decrepit  age,  in  the 

greatest  leisure,  with  the  utmost  diligence,  and  with 

more  excellent  talents."      Hence  (Tract.  18  in  Joan. 

^  1)  he  avers :  "  Neither  have  heresies  and  certain 

perverse  doctrines,  which  ensnare  souls  and  cast  them 

headlong  into  hell,  sprung  up,  but  by  the  good  Scrip- 

*  In  his  Epistle  to  Paulinus  (ep.  53),  after  haviDg 
shown  by  some  examples  the  difficulty  of  explain  in  g  Holy 
Writ,  he  inculcates  thSft  we  cannot  make  our  way  into 
the  Holy  Scriptures,  without  having  some  one  to  go 
Before  ns  and  show  us  the  road. 
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tares  being  ill  imderstood  [nisi  dnm  Scriptnrse  bonse 
intellignntur  non  bene],  and  what  is  therein  badly  un- 
derstood is  rashly  and  boldly  asserted." 

These  passages  forestall  Dr.  Steams'  reply  :  "  at 
least  that  part  of  Holy  Scripture  which  pertains 
especially  to  salvation"  is  easily  understood  by 
everybody,  without  recourse  to  an  authoritative  ex- 
planation. Not  at  all;  even  those  portions  of  Holy 
Scripture,  in  which  the  most  fundamental  truths  of 
faith  are  recorded,  can  be  distorted  into  proofs  of 
most  pernicious  errors,  as  St.  Augustine  affirms  and 
the  sad  experience  of  eighteen  centuries  testifies. 
Did  not  Arians,  Macedonians,  Nestorians,  Eutyclii- 
ans.  Pelagians,  and  many  other  heretics  of  olden 
times,  take  their  stand  on  passages  of  Holy  Writ  t 
Were  not  their  errors  opposed  to  the  most  funda- 
mental truths  of  the  Christian  religion,  viz.:  the 
divinity  of  Christ,  the  mystery  of  the  most  Blessed 
Trinity,  the  hypostatic  union  of  both  natures  human 
and  divine  in  Christ,  the  Redemption  of  mankind,  the 
necessity  of  grace  1  And  were  not  these  same  errors 
and  others  bolstered  up  by  Scripture  citations  in  more 
modem  times?  Is  not  the  multitude  of  Protestant 
sects,  5ifierent  in  name  and  in  doctrine,  yet  all  appeal- 
ing to  the  written  Word  of  God,  a  palpable  proof  of 
the  abuse  to  which  Holy  Scriptures  can  be  turned 
by  private  interpretation,  and  of  the  necessity  of  an 
authorized  interpreter  of  Revelation  1 
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"  That  part  which  pertains  especially  to  salvation 
is  clear/'  says  Dr.  Steams ;  but  does  he  not  see  that 
lie  begs  the  question,  as  logicians  express  it  ?  How 
do  you  know  that  the  part  you  pick  out  is  "  that  per- 
taining to  salvation''  and  no  other 5  how  do  you 
know  that  jpafts,  clear  in  your  estimation,  are  not 
modified  by  other  parts,  accordmg  to  your  own  con- 
fession, obscure  t 

The  Archbishop's  last  argument  is  as  follows: 
*'  A  rule  of  faith,  or  a  competent  guide  to  heaven, 
must  be  able  to  instruct  in  all  the  truths  necessary  for 
salvation.  Now,  the  Scriptures  alone  do  not  contain  all 
the  truths  which  a  Christian  is  bound  to  believe,  nor  do 
they  explicitly  enjoin  all  the  duties  which  he  is  obliged 
to  practice"  (p.  111).  This  argument  leads  us  to  ex- 
amine the  existence  of  "  unwritten  traditions,"  which 
Dr.  Steams,  in  accordance  with  his  Protestant  views, 
denies.  Now,  in  this  controversy,  he  says  (p.  67) : 
"  The  Fathers  are  with  us  and  against  Eome."  He 
supports  this  assertion  with  a  few  words  from  several 
Fathers  to  the  effect  that  the  Scriptures  "  are  suffi- 
cient for  the  enunciation  of  truth,"  and  the  like.  The 
Fathers  use  these  and  similar  phrases,  but  in  a  sense 
tliat  is  quite  consistent  with  other  utterances,  in  which 
they  inculcate  most  positively  the  existence  of  "  un- 
written traditions."  For,  in  the  passages  adduced  by 
Dr.  Steams,  they  either  refer  to  some  particular  tmth 

denied  by  the  heretics,  not  to  all  truth  ;  or  they  in- 
13* 
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siniiate  that  Holy  Scripture  expressly  declares  the 
pastors  of  the  Church  to  be  the  teachers  and  ex- 
pounders of  aU  iruthj  and  thus  implicitly  contains  oC 
truthP 

'^I  challenge  the  Archbishop^''  says  the  Doctor 
(p.  69),  ^'to  produce  a  single  passage  from  any  of  the 
Fathers  of  the  first  four  centuries  asserting  the  exist- 
ence of  an  unwritten  tradition,  containing  a  doctrine 
not  in  holy  Scripture  and  yet  necessary  to  salvation. 
Let  him  produce  one  such  passage  if  he  can." 

The  boldness  of  the  man  is  only  equalled  by  his 
ignorance.     We  accept  the  challenge. 

Listen  to  St  John  Chrysostom  commenting  on" 
these  words  of  St.  Paul  (II.  Thess.  ii.  14) :  "Hold 
the  traditions  which  you  have  learned,  whether  by 
word  or  by  epistle,"  which  words,  by  the  bye,  it 
would  be  good  for  Dr.  Steams  to  engrave  on  his 
heart.  The  holy  Doctor  says  (Horn.  4  in  II.  Thess., 
c.  2,  n.  2) :  "  It  is  plain  that  they  [the  Apostles]  did 
not  communicate  all  by  means  of  letters,  but  many 
things  also  without  writing  (aypa0<i5f ) ;  hut  these  are 
as  worths/  of  bel^f  as  those  /  therefore  we  deem  also 
the  traditions  of  the  Church  worthy  of  belief:  it  is 
the  tradition,  ask  nothing  further." 

In  regard  to  doctrines  in  general,  and  the  dogma 
of  the  most  Holy  Trinity  in  particular,  hear  what  St. 
Basil  has  to  say  (Lib.  de  Spiritu  Sancto,  c.  29): 
"  To  their  objection  that  the  glorification  *  with  the 
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SpiriV  is  not  confirmed  by  the  testimony  of  Holy 
Scripbire,  we  make  this  reply :  if  nothing  else  is  re- 
ceived without  the  Scriptores,  then  let  neither  this  be 
received  j  but  if  many  mysteries  are  received  by  us 
beyond  the  testimony  of  Scripture,  then  let  us  receive 
this  also,  together  with  many  others.  But  I  deem  it 
an  Apostolical  practice  to  adhere  to  imwritten  tradi- 
tions. ....  For  '  Now  I  praise  you/  he  (St.  Paul) 
says,  '  that  in  all  things  you  are  mindful  of  me;  and 
keep  the  traditions  as  I  delivered  them  to  you^ 
{^Kai  KodCjg  napedoiKa  vfilv,  rag  irapadoaeiq  Karex^fs) 
(I.  Cor.  xi.  2).  And  again :  ^  Hold  the  traditions 
which  you  learned,  whether  by  word  or  by  epistle  ' 
(II.  Thess.  ii.  14) :  one  of  which  is  that  which  we 
are  now  discussing." 

St.  Epiphanius  says  (Haer.  69) :  "Answer  us,  dis- 
ciples of  Arius :  we  all  say  that  the  Father  is  not 
begotten,  that  He  is  not  created.  .  .  .  Show  us, 
therefore,  where  these  terms  are  written ;  for  neither 
the  Law,  nor  the  Prophets,  nor  the  Apostles,"  etc 
St.  Augustine  (L.  2,  cont.  Maxim,  c.  3)  thus  ad- 
dresses his  adversary :  "  Show  us  a  text  where 
adoration  is  offered  to  the  Holy  Ghost ;  as  if  from 
what  we  read,  we  may  not  also  understand  other 
things  which  we  do  not  read.  But  that  I  may  not  be 
obliged  to  put  many  questions :  where  have  you  read 
that  God  the  Father  is  not  begotten  or  not  bom  t 
And  yet  it  is  true." 
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Moreover,  let  the  reader  ponder  the  followmg 
weighty  text  from  the  same  St.  Augastme,  on  the  va- 
lidity of  baptism  administered  by  heretics,  provided 
neither  matter  nor  form  nor  intention  be  wanting: 
"Here,  perhaps,  you  will  say:  Bead  to  me,  how 
Christ  ordered  those  to  be  received,  who  wish  to  pass 
from  the  heretics  into  the  Church.  This  neither  I 
read  plainly  and  clearly,  nor  you."  Whence  he  con- 
cludes that  we  must  believe  the  testimony  of  the 
Church,  "which  Christ  testified  to  be  trathfoL''  (lib. 
de  Unit.  EccL,  c.  22.) 

We  have  quoted  with  St.  Chrysostom,  St.  Basil, 
and  St.  Epiphanius,  also  St.  Augustine,  because  he 
was  bom  A.D.  354,  baptized  387,  elected  Bishop  395. 

A  word  in  answer  to  the  remaining  difficulties  of 
Dr.  Steams.  "  The  first  difficulty,*'  he  says,  "  in  the 
way  of  the  non-Roman  inquirer  is  a  very  serious  one, 
to  wit :  Which  is  the  Churchf*  (p.  104.)  If  the  inquirer 
is  not  a  Christian,  he  can  know,  through  the  motives  of 
credibility,  that  there  is  a  Church  founded  by  Christ, 
and  that  this  Church  is  no  other  than  the  Roman 
Catholic :  then  he  receives  from  her  hand,  with  im- 
plicit confidence,  the  Holy  Scriptures.  If  the  in- 
quirer is  a  Christian,  but  not  a  Catholic,  already  be- 
lieving that  the  Bible  is  an  inspired  book,  he  can  dis- 
cover from  its  pages  the  characteristics  of  the  true 
Church  of  Christ,  and  then,  examining  the  different 
religious  organizations,  convince  himself  that  these 
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marks  are  to  be  found  in  tHe  Roman  Catholic  Chmx^h 
alone. 

Second  difficulty:  "The  authoritative  teaching  of 
the  Roman  Church  is  Latin,  and  must  therefore  be 
translated,  at  least  for  the  common  people.  How  is 
the  inquirer  to  know  that  the  translation  is  faithful  f 
(p.  105.) 

The  teaching  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  is 
oommunicated  in  aU  languages,  for  she  is  Catholic; 
lier  pastors  are  the  legitimate  exponents  of  her  doc- 
trine ;  though  scattered  over  the  whole  world,  they 
are  united  in  one  faith  under  the  authority  of  the  Ro- 
man Pontiff,  the  Vicar  of  Christ  on  earth.  Commu- 
nication between  the  centre  of  unity  and  the  different 
churches  is  constant  and  active. 

Third. difficulty:  "A  standard  of  appeal  must  be 
^thin  the  reach  of  every  inquirer  after  truth.  ...  Is 
it  so  with  the  teaching  of  the  Roman  Church  ?  What 
18  that  teaching,  and  where  is  it  to  be  found?"  (ib.)  In 
lier  profession  of  £euth,  which  is  expounded  by  her 
IPastors,  and,  in  case  of  doubt,  explained  by  the 
I^ope.  The  most  simple  and  unlettered  Catholic 
<3onfesses  the  same  faith  as  the  learned  divine }  all 
liave  received  it  through  the  teachings  of  lawfully 
appointed  pastors. 

The  Archbishop,  towards  the  close  of  his  chapter, 
"to  prevent  any  misunderstanding  among  his  non-Cath- 
olic readers,  gives  them  the  following  warning  :  "  God 
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forbid  that  any  of  my  readers  should  be  tempted  to 
conclude  from  what  I  have  said  that  the  Catholic 
Church  is  opposed  to  the  reading  of  the  Scriptures  j" 
and  he  proves  that  nothing  could  be  more  false. 
We  refer  the  reader  to  the  Archbishop's  book,  and 
will  be  satisfied  with  only  one  remark.  In  Italy, 
where  Dr.  Steams  would,  no  doubt,  imagine  that  the 
greatest  dpposition  was  made  to  the  reading  of  the 
Bible  in  the  vernacular,  if  opposition  was  made  any- 
where— ^in  Italy,  we  say,  a  translation  of  the  Scriptures 
was  made  in  the  thirteenth  century :  in  1471,  a  new 
translation  of  the  whole  Bible  was  printed  simultane- 
ously at  Venice  and  at  Kome ;  six  years  later  it  was 
reprinted  at  Venice,  in  folio  and  in  quarto,  and  before 
Luther  had  given  many  sheets  of  his  translation  to 
the  printer,  the  Italian  Bible  of  an  Italian  monk, 
Nicholas  Malermi,  had  issued  thirteen  times  from  the 
press. 

From  the  invention  of  the  art  of  printing  until  Lu- 
ther's rebellion,  namely  within  about  70  years,  800 
editions  of  the  Bible,  total  or  partial,  were  issued,  and 
about  200  in  the  different  vulgar  tongues.  It  is  not 
then  the  Church  who  deprives  the  faithful  of  the 
reading  of  the  Bible ;  heretics  oblige  tJie  Church  to 
measures  of  prudence,  that  her  children  may  not  be 
deceived  by  false  translations  or  false  interpretations 
of  Holy  Writ.  But  we  well  understand  why  seducers 
complain  of  her  motherly  solicitude  and  watchful  care. 
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CHAPTER  IX. 

\ 

THB  PRIMACT  OP   PETEB. 

4 

In  OTir  chapter  on  the  Unity  of  the  Church,  treat- 
ing of  the  nnity  of  its  government  as  instituted  by 
our  Lord,  we  proved  fix)m  the  very  nature  of  the 
Church— the  "household,''  the  "body  of  Christ,'' 
the  "  sheepfold,"  the  "  kingdom," — the  necessity  of 
oneness  of  government  without  which  no  society  can 
l>e  one.    We  also  examined  into  the  nature  of  this 
government,  and  showed  iiom  the  fact  that  Christ 
instituted  His  Church  with  one  Visible  Head,  that  it  is 
monarchical  in  form.  This  we  corroborated  by  several 
3)assages  from  the  Holy  Fathers,  referring  for  others 
"to  the  present  chapter,  as  the  proper  place  for  a  fuller 
<K)nsideration  of  the  point  at  issue. 

The  question,  then,  to  be  here  examined,  may  be 
clearly  stated  in  Dr.  Stearns's  own  words  :  "  Has 
"the  Catholic  Church,  the  whole  Church  of  Christ,  to 
iave  one  administrative  head  ?"  Dr.  Steams  says  : 
^4t  has  no  need  of  one."  We,  on  the  contrary, 
^maintain  that  it  would  not  be  the  Church  instituted 
_  l)y  Christ  if  it  had  not  one. 

That  Christ  did  appoint  one  supreme  Ruler  over 
Sis  Church  is  evident  from  the  words  of  Our  Lord. 
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St.  Matthew  (xvi.  15-19)  relates  that  Jesns  having 
put  the  question  to  His  disciples :  "  But  whom  do 
you  say  that  I  am?  Simon  Peter  answered  and 
said:  Thou  art  Christ,-  the  Son  of  the  living  God. 
And  Jesus  answering  said  to  him  [doubtless  as  a  re- 
ward for  his  lively  faith] :  Blessed  art  thou,  Simon 
Bar-Jona:  because  flesh  and  blood  hath  not  revealed 
it  to  thee,  but  my  Father  who  is  in  heaven.  And 
I  say  to  thee  that  thou  art  Peter  [Cephas],  and  upon 
this  rock  [Cephas]  I  will  build  my  Church,  and  the 
gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail  against  it.  And  I 
will  give  to  thee  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven. 
And  whatsoever  thou  shalt  bind  upon  earth  it  shall 
be  bound  also  in  heaven  :  and  whatsoever  thou  shalt 
loose  on  earth,  it  shall  be  loosed  also  in  heaven." 

Now  it  is  evident  that  Jesus  addresses  Peter  alone. 
Tau  said  to  Me  that  I  am  the  Messias ;  and  J  in  re- 
turn say  to  tJiee :  Thou  art  Peter — ^to  thee  I  will  give 
the  keys — whatsoever  thou  shalt  bind,  etc.  Not 
another  Apostle  is  named,  not  another  alluded  to. 
To  remove  even  a  suspicion  that  what  He  was  going 
to  say  was  not  personal,  Jesus  calls  the  individual 
to  whom  He  speaks  by  his  name,  "  Simon."  Nay, 
He  distinguishes  the  Simon  to  whom  He  addresses 
HimseK,  from  the  Simon  who  was  the  brother  of 
Thaddeus,  he  calls  him  "  Simon,  the  son  of  Jona.'' 

"  That  in  these  words,''  say  the  Protestant  com- 
mentators, Patrick,  Louth,  etc., "  our  Lord  doth  speak 


THE  PRIMACY  OP  PETER.  157 

iio-fc  in  general  to  His  Apostles,  bat  in  particular  to 
Porter;  and  that  that  promise  was  made  particularly 
to  Xiim,  seems  evident  from  these  considerations.''  i,  e. 
froxn  the  consideration  above  proposed.  ("  A  critical 
Ooxnmentary,"  p.  123.    Phila.  1848.) 

^s  Peter  is  the  translation  of  Cephas  (John  i :  42), 
a»x^  Cephas  means  "a  rock"  (see  Gesenius,  Hebr. 
L«^3icon,  p.  347,  Cambridge  Univ.  Press,  1825),  the 
tecst  nms  as  follows :  '^  Thoa  art  a  Rock,  and  upon  this 
ic>ok  I  will  build  my  Church.''    Christ,  then,  built 
S"!^  Churchy  and  therefore  "  the  whole  Church,  the 
Octtholic  Church,"  upon  this  "  Rock."     Is  this  Rock 
I^eter?    Does  Christ  by  the  pronoun  "this"  des- 
^g^E^te  the  man,  whose  name  he  had  changed  from 
"  Simon,  the  son  .of  Jona"  to  "the  Rock?"    Evi- 
dently, for  when  the  same  noun  is  used  in  two  imme- 
diately connected  members  of  the  same  sentence,  it 
camot  designate  one  person  or  thing  in  one  of  the 
^"^^©tnbers,  and  a  totally  different  person  or  thing  in 
the  other.     Human  speech  is  not  a  mockery  and  a 
^*^«*e.    Were  we  to  say :  Dr.  Steams  is  a  Protestant 
^"^ster,  and  this  Protestant  minister  wrote  a  book 
^^S^st  the  Archbishop  of  Baltimore  ^  who  would  un- 
derstand us  to  mean  that  not  Dr.  Steams  but  another 
^testant  minister  wrote  the  book  in  question  ?  And 
**  la  the  words  of  Christ :  "  Thou  art  a  rock,  and 
^P<>ft  IMs  rock  I  will  build  My  Church,"  the  pro- 
^<nm  ihis  cannot  designate  any  other  rock,  ftxasi  ^iJiaaX. 
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just  mentioned  in  tlie  preceding  phrase.  But  the  rock 
mentioned  in  that  phrase  is  Peter,  not  an  abstract 
Peter,  but  the  man  Peter,  Simon  the  son  of  Jona,  the 
man  who  had  just  made  an  act  of  faith  in  the  Messias. 

Now  to  be  the  rock  on  which  Christ  built  His 
Church,  is  to  hold  the  same  relation  to  that  Church  as 
the  foundation  does  to  the  superstructure.  The  foun- 
dation gives  unity,  solidity,  immobility.  Let  the  foun- 
dation break,  and  the  house  totters  in  fragments  to  the 
ground.  Therefore,  in  the  Architects  plan,  Peter  was 
to  be  the  element  of  unity,  which  is  the  first  principle 
of  symmetry  and  order,  and  the  element  of  strength, 
which  is  the  first  principle  of  permanency.  Now  the 
Church  is  a  society  complete  in  itself;  and  as  every 
society,  primarily  and  essentially,  is  one,  strong  and 
complete,  through  its  supreme  jurisdictional  authority 
alone ;  so  to  Peter,  the  foundation,  the  first  principle 
of  unity  and  strength,  Christ  gave  supreme  jurisdic-, 
tional  authority,  and  consequently  a  primacy  of  juris- 
diction and  power. 

What  has  the  Doctor  to  say  against  this  arga- 
ment?  First,  he  finds  fault  with  the  translation 
of  the  text,  though  it  is  the  translation  commonly 
given  by  Protestants  as  well  as  Catholics.  He  would 
havens  say:  "Thou  art  rock,'' not  *' a  rock.''  We 
have  already  quoted  the  Hebrew  Lexicon  of  the 
Protestant  Gesenius.  If  the  Doctor  know  Hebrew, 
he  will  there  find  that  the  word  Keph  or  Kephas 
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means  a  rock.  He  would  also  consult  with  advan^ 
tage  some  of  the  best  Protestant  commentators, — A. 
Clarke,  for  instance,  Whitby,  Hewlett,  Burkitt,  and 
others ;  all  of  whom,  in  their  Commentaries  on  the 
text,  translate  Kephas  by  "  a  rock."  As  he  builds 
his  whole  argument  on  this  false  supposition,  and  as 
that  argument,  even  supposing  the  foundation  to 
stand,  is  absurd  enough  to  refute  itself,  it  would  be 
wasting  space  to  foUow  him  fexther. 

But  he  holds,  besides  (p.  113),  that  all  those  who 

think  Peter  the  rock,  on  which  Christ  built  His  Church, 

'are  "off  the  track."     Tertullian,  then,  is  " off  the 

track."     "Was  anything,"  he  says,  "  hidden  from 

Peter  who  is  called  the  rock,  whereon  the  Church  was 

to  be  built?"   (De  PrsBscript.  n.  21.)     Origen,  too, 

tliat  "man  of  vast  learning,"  is,  nevertheless,  "off  the 

track : "  for  he  says :  "  The  supreme  power  to  feed 

.the  sheep  was  given  to  Peter,  and  the  Church  was 

founded  on  him  as  on  the  earth  "  (In  Ep.  ad  Rom.  1. 

5,  n.  10).     St.  Cyprian,  Bishop  of  Carthage,  in  one 

of  his  letters  addressing  Pope  Cornelius  says :  "  Peter, 

on  whom  the  Church  had  been  built  by  the  Lord,  and 

speaking  one  for  all,  and  answering  in  the  name  of 

tli©  Church,  says :   ^  Lord  to  whom  shall  we  go  f ' " 

(Ep.  55^  ad  Com.,  n.  7.)    How  did  it  happen  that  St. 

Jerome,  though  one  of  the  greatest  commentators  of 

Holy  Scripture,  so  blindly  wandered  "  off  the  track," 

"wliere  he  says  that  it  was  "  the  Apostle  Petet  w^ovi 
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whom  the  Lord  bnilt  his  Church"?  (Ep.  41  ad 
Marc.  n.  2.)  Was  St.  Chrysostom  wandering  off  the 
track,  when  he  declared :  "When  I  say  Peter,  I  name 
that  unbroken  rock,  that  unmovable  foundation "  T 
(De  Poenit.  Horn.  3,  n.  4.)  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria^ 
sad  to  say,  has  also  wandered  off  the  Doctor's 
"track.''  "Christ,''  he  says  (L.  2,  in  c.  i.  Joan.  v.  42), 
"  was  pleased  to  call  him  Peter,  by  an  apt  similitade, 
as  the  one  on  whom  He  was  about  to  found  His 
Church."  So  did  Sts.  Ambrose  and  Hilary.  "When 
Christ,"  says  the  former  (De  Fide,l.  4,c.  5),  "styled 
Peter  a  rock.  He  pointed  out  the  foundation  of  the  * 
Church."  And  St.  Hilary  thus  addresses  Peter :  "  0 
thou  foundation  of  the  Church,  happy  in  the  new  ap- 
pellation which  thou  receivest ;  O  rock !  worthy  of 
that  building  which  is  to  destroy  the  infernal  laws" 
(Comm.  in  Matth.  c.  16).  St.  Gregory  of  Nyssa  fol- 
lows in  the  same  mournful  procession  (De  S.  Steph. . 
Or.  2),  for  he  says :  "Peter  is  the  fii-m  and  most  solid 
rock  on  which  the  Saviour  built  His  Church."  St. 
Augustine  is  no  better  off:  "Peter,  who  a  little  be- 
fore had  confessed  Him  the  Son  of  God,  and  in  that 
confession  had  been  called  the  rock,  upon  which  the 
Church  should  be  built,  a  little  afterwards,  as  the 
Lord  is  speaking  of  His  future  Passion,  says,  *  Be  it 
for  from  thee,  O  Lord'"  (In  Ps.  69,  n.  4). 

Not  only  our  Forefathers  but  Protestant  commenta- 
tors also  have  gone  "  off  the  track."      J.  Hewlett 
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(Oommentaries  on  Holy  Scripture,  p.  104,  London, 
1816,)  says  "upon  this  rock''  meana:  "upon  thee 
[Peter]  as  upon  a  rock."  And  in  the  Critical  com- 
mentary, quoted  above,  by  Whitby  (p.  123),  we  read : 
"That  Christ  here  promised  to  build  His  Church 
upon  St.  Peter,  seems  evident."  "  It  seems  a  desper- 
ate undertaking/'  says  Marsh,  "to  prove  that  our 
Saviour  alluded  to  any  other  person  than  to  St. 
Peter,  for  the  words  of  the  passage  can  indicate 
no  one  else.  (Comparative  View,  app.  n.  D.)  And 
Bloomiield  (Comm.  in  loc.)  testifies  that  this  is  the 
interpretation  of  "  almost  every  modem  [Protestant] 
expositor  of  ant^  note  J'  Rev.  J.  S.  Thompson  is  not 
less  explicit :  "  Protestants  have  betrayed  unneces- 
sary fears,  and  have,  therefore,  used  all  the  hardi- 
hood of  lawless  criticism  in  their  attempts  to  reason 
away  the  Catholic  interpretation.''  (Monotessaron^  p. 
194.      Baltimore,  1829.) 

Dr.  Steams  (p.  115)   says  that  the    Archbishop 

very  well   knows  that  Cyprian    and  Jerome   and 

Chrysostom,  and  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  and  Ambrose, 

and  Hilary,  and  Augustine,  "  all  agree  in  making 

Something  other  than  Peter  the  rock." 

Now  the  Doctor  well  knows  that  the  Archbishop 
coaldnot  "  very  well  know  "  anything  of  the  kind,  for 
^  tliese  seven  Fathers  agree  in  making  Peter  the  rock 
ou  ^which  the  Church  was  built.     We  do  not  deny 

that  some  of  them,  indulging  in  some  moral  ot  «ulla- 
14* 


162     THB  TRUE  FAITH  OF  OUB  FOREFATHERS. 

gorical  application^  have  sometimes  given  the  text 
another  interpretation  also.  What  more  usual  with 
writers,  in  all  ages  of  the  Church,  to  give  a  text  a 
meaning  which  the  Holy  Ghost  did  not  intend  as  the 
primary  and  obvious  one  f  Now  since  loud-mouthed 
challenging  seems  to  be  so  much  to  the  Doctor's 
taste,  he  ^vill  surely  not  hesitate  to  take  up  this  one, 
viz. :  bring  forward  one— only  one  quotation  from 
any  of  the  Fathers,  in  which  the  truth  of  our  inter- 
pretation is  denied. 

The  Rev.  Dr.  (p.  118)  asks  "why  did  St.  Matthew, 
in  translating  our  Lord's  words  from  Syro-Ghaldaio 
.  .  .  .  into  Greek,  translate  Kepha  in  the  first  clause  by 
Petros,  STONE,  and  in  the  last  clause  by  Petraj  Rock  t" 
Really  it  would  be  hard  to  say.  Doctor.  Perhaps  he 
was  induced  to  do  so  by  some  such  motive  as  were 
those  naughty  translators  of  the  Doway  version,  who 
tampered  with  the  Greek  colon,  and  about  which  we 
will  have  something  to  say  in  the  chapter  on  Pur- 
gatory. In  the  meantime  this  question  puts  us  in 
mind  of  the  conundrum,  "  Why  aro  Millers'  pigs  fat  t'' 
The  answer  is  the  same,  "Are  they  fat?"  Did  St. 
Matthew  write  in  Greek  t  "  Whether  this  Gospel,'' 
says  the  Protestant  commentator  Clarke,  "  were 
written  originally  in  Hebrew  or  Greek,  is  a  question 
by  which  the  most  eminent  critics  have  been  greatly 
puzzled  and  divided.  The  balance,  however,  is  clearly 
infavorof  ajETefereM^on^iwoi.''  (The  New  Testament, 
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Prefetce,  Baltimore,  1836.)     And   according  to  Dr. 

Home,  this  question  has  been  contested  among  critics 

with  no  small  degree  of  acrimony.     Then  he  quotes 

^e  names  of  those  who  maintain  that  St.  Matthew 

did  not  write  in  Greek  but  in  Hebrew.     "  Bellannin," 

he  says,  "  Grotius,  Casaubon,  Bishops  Walton  and 

Tomline,    Drs.   Cave,    Hammond,   Mill,   Harwood, 

Owen,  Campbell,  and  A.  Clarke,  Simon,  Tillemont, 

Pritius,   Du  Pin,  Calmet,  Michaelis,  Storr,  Alber, 

Crrawitz,  and  others,  having  supported  the  opinion  of 

Papias  as  cited  by  Irenseus,  Origen,  Cyril,  Epiphanius, 

Chrysostom,  Jerome,  and  other  early  writers,  [main- 

^^]  that  this  Gospel  was  written  in  Hebrew  "  (Intro- 

d^ct  V.  2,  p.  298,  Phila.,  1835).     Dr.  Home  might 

*^ve  also  quoted  Polycarp,  Gregory  of  Naz.,  Eusebius, 

•^^igustine  and  others.     It  appears  then,  that  the 

<>piiiion  of  our  Forefathers  was  that  St.  Matthew  wrote, 

iiot  in  Greek,  but  in  Hebrew ;  and  so  this  at  least  is 

clecir  in  the  matter,  that  Dr.  Steams  has  taken  as  the 

foniidation  of  an  argument  a  proposition  which  is,  to 

say  the  least,  doubtful.     The  Doctor  will  find  "  chap- 

^r  and  verse/'  of  the  Fathers  we  have  quoted,  in  a 

^lehrated  work  published  by  Patrizi  (De  Evangeliis, 

^hnrgi,  1853). 

Is  it  true,  moreover,  that  the  word  Petros  means 
o^e  thing  and  the  word  Petra  another,  as  the  Doctor 
®®^8  to  insinuate  t  No  doubt  Petra  in  its  primary 
^gJttficatioii  means  a  crag^  while  Petros,  aa  ^«»^car 
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guislied  from  Petra  means  a  large  movable  stone. 
But  they  are  used  the  one  for  the  other.  Petras  "  is 
the  same  as  Petra,^  says  T.  F.  Schleusner  in  his 
Lexicon  on  the  New  Testament.  The  argument 
then  remains  in  all  its  force,  whether  we  read  the 
words  of  bur  Lord  in  Greek  or  in  Syro-Chaldaic. 
In  both  languages  they  express  that  Peter  is  the  rock 
on  which  Christ  built  his  Church ;  in  both  that  Peter 
was  thereby  invested  with  a  primacy  of  jurisdiotion 
over  the  whole  Church. 

The  Church  of  Christ  has,  no  doubt,  Christ  Him- 
self for  foundation;  but  that  does  not  prove  that  Peter 
was  not,  in  Christ's  design,  to  the  Church,  as  the 
foundation  to  the  superstructure.  There  are  different 
strata  and  different  foundations  in  rocks  as  in  build- 
ings. In  the  latter  there  is  the  natural  foundation 
and  the  artificial  one.  We  cannot  better  explain  the 
relation  of  Christ  and  Peter,  as  foundations  of  the 
Church,  than  in  the  words  of  St.  Leo :  "  As  my 
Father  has  manifested  my  divinity  to  thee,''  he  s&ys, 
paraphrasing  Christ's  address  to  Peter,  "  I  make 
known  to  thee  thy  excellencies  :  for  thou  art  Peter, 
that  is,  as  I  am  the  inviolable  Rock,  who  maketh 
both  one,  I  the  foundation,  other  than  which  no 
one  can  lay ;  nevertheless,  thou  also  art  a  Rock,  be- 
cause thou  art  strengthened  by  my  power,  so  that 
those  things  which  belong  to  me  by  nature,  are  com- 
mon to  thee  with  me  by  participation  "  (Serm.  4  de 
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Assumpt.  ad  Pont.).  So  we  quite  a^ree  with  tlie 
Doctor  that  every  one  of  the  Twelve  were  foundation 
Btones,  built  on  the  Foundation  Rock.  We  quite 
agree  that  the  walls  of  the  "  Holy  City  of  Jerusalem^ 
had  the  twelve  Apostles  for  foundations ;  but  we 
might  as  well  conclude  that  because  it  had  twelve 
gates  with  the  names  of  the  twelve  tribes  written 
thereon,  therefore  the  Sceptre  did  not  belong  to 
Juda. 

The    Archbishop    (p.   128)    then    draws   a  new 
argument  in  favor  of  Peter's  Primacy  from  Matthew 
xvi.  19:    "I  wiU   give  to  thee  the  keys  of  the 
kingdom    of  Heaven."     "In    ancient    times/'    he 
says,  "and  particularly  among  the  Hebrew  people, 
keys  were  an  emblem  of  jurisdiction.     To  affirm 
that  a    man    had    received    the   keys   of   a   city, 
was  equivalent  to  the  assertion  that  he  had  been  ap- 
pointed its  Governor.     In  the  Book  of  Revelations 
oor  Saviour  says  that  He  has  ^  the  keys  of  death  and 
of  Hell '  (Rev.  i.  18),  which  means  that  He  is  en- 
<iowed  with  the  power  over  death  and  Hell.     In  fact, 
oven  to  this  day,  does  not  the  presentation  of  keys 
convey,   among    ourselves,  the  idea  of  authority  F 
■^^s  statement  of  the  Archbishop's  is  endorsed  by 
emin.ent    Protestant    writers :   vide    Henderson,   in 
loco,   Parkhurst,   in  voc,  Bloomfield,   in    Matthew 
^.,    Kuinoel,  ibid.;  and  Arnold,  "Fragments  on 
4e  Church,"  pp.  35-6,  says  :  "  To  bind  and  to  loo«i^ 
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.  .  .  express  a  legislative  and  judicial  power.  .  •  •  . 
But  such  a  legislative  and  judicial  power  is  a  power 
of  government ;  government,  in  fact,  consisting  mainly 
of  these  two  great  powers,  the  legislative  and  judi- 
cial.'' 

Dr.  Steams  (p.  119)  says  that  the  promise  proves 
nothing,  because  it  was  not  restricted  to  Peter,  but 
was  extended  to  the  other  Apostles  also.     Indeed ! 
Then  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  phrase :  "  To  thee 
I  will  give  the  keys"?     St.  Optatus  evidently  did 
not  think  so,  when  he  wrote :  "  For  the  sake  of 
unity  St.  Peter ....  deserves  to  be  placed  at  the 
head  of  all  (praeferri)  the  Apostles,  and  he  alonb 
received  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  Heaven  which 
he    was    to    communicate    to    the     others.''     (De 
Schism.  Don.  1.   7,  n.  3.)     We  do  not  deny   thaf 
Christ  gave  to  the  other  Apostles  the  power  of  bind 
ing  and  loosing.     But  we  do  deny  that  this  powc 
was  to  be  exercised  independently  of  him,  who  wf 
the  Rock  of  His  Church,  and  who  had  personally  r 
ceived  the  keys.     "  Whereas  Peter  alone,"  says  f 
Leo,  in  the  sermon  above  quoted,  "  received  ma 
things,  nothing  passed  unto  any  one   else  with' 

his  participation  in  it Out  of  the  whole  wc 

the  one  Peter  is  chosen  to  be  set  over  both  the  c 
ing  of  the  nations  and  over  all  tlie  Apostles  and 
the  Fathers  of  the   Church,  that,  although  in 
people  of  God  there  be  many  priests  and  many  i 
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lierds,  Peter  may  nile  all  as  made  his  {prqprie), 
-whom  Christ  also  rules  by  supreme  headship  {priiv- 
oipaliter),  .  .  .  And  if  It  (the  divine  condescension) 
-willed  that  other  rulers  should  have  something  in 
oommon  with  him  5  never  has  It  given,  but  through 

liim,   whatsoever  It  denied  not  to  others 

"VVhen  it  is  asked  what  is  the  opinion  of  the  disciples, 
txe  is  the  first,  in  the  confession  of  the  Lord,  who  is 
-fclie  first  in  the  apostolic  dignity.  .  .  .  .  In  Peter, 
-tlierefore,  the  fortitude  of  all  is  defended,  and  the 
laelp  of  divine  grace  is  so  ordered,  that  the  firmness  • 
-wliich  through  Christ  is  given  to  Peter,  may  through 
I^cter  be  conferred  on  the  Apostles.'' 

Dr.  Steams,  with  his  nsual  blustering  assurance, 
a.flBrni8  without  proof,  that  this  power  of  the  keys 
'*  'was  exercised  by  Peter  once  for  all,  so  far  as  the 
Jews  were  concerned,  when  he  opened  the  kingdom 
of  Heaven  to  them  on  the  day  of  Pentecost ;  once 
for  all,  so  far  as  the  gentiles  were  concerned,  when 
te  opened  the  kingdom  of  Heaven  to  them  in  the 
person  of  Cornelius  and  his  household.  That  was 
^te  whole  extent  of  his  Primacy  in  the  matter  of  the 
teys''  (p.  119).  This  is  a  gratuitous  assertion,  but, 
ipse  dixit. 

y^e  come  now  to  ihe  ftUfilment  of  this  promise. 
■*^B  fulfilment,  the  handmg  over  of  jurisdictional 
^^thority^took  place  after  the  resurrection.     St.  JoW 
^"^lates  the  incident  in  the  21st  chapter  oi\na  Gro^^^. 
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After  speaking  of  the  miracuLous  draught  of  fishes, 
and  recording  Peter's  ardor  and  impatience  to  be 
with  the  Master  (v.  7),  he  continues  thus  (w.  15-17) : 
"When,  therefore,  they  had  dined,  Jesus  said  to 
Simon  Peter:  Simon,  son  of  John,  lovest  thou  me 
more  than  these  f  He  saith  to  him :  Yea,  Lord,  thou 
knowest  that  I  love  thee.  He  saith  to  him  :  Feed 
my  lambs.  He  saith  to  him  again :  Simon,  son  of 
John,  lovest  thou  me  ?  He  saith  to  him :  Yea, 
Lord,  thou  knowest  that  I  love  thee.  He  saith  to 
him :  Feed  my  lambs.  He  said  to  him  the  third  time : 
Simon,  son  of  John,  lovest  thou  me  ....  And  he 
saith  to  him :  Lord,  thou  knowest  all  things  :  thou 
knowest  that  I  love  thee.  He  saith  to  him :  Feed 
my  sheep. '' 

Now  it  is  beyond  dispute— nor  does  Dr.  Steams 
deny  it — ^that  under  the  metaphor  of  lambs  and  flock 
lies  the  same  meaning  as  under  the  metaphor  of  the 
sheepfold  in  John,  x.,  i.  e.,  the  Church  of  Christ, 
the  whole  Church  and  "  the  several  members  of  it." 
But  what  Dr.  Steams  would  deny  is  that  the  word 
iTOLfiatveLv  tofeedy  to  drive  to  pasture,  to  rule,  implies 
supreme  legislative  and  administrative  authority. 
Had  "  The  Good  Shepherd,''  "  The  Shepherd  and 
Overseer  of  Souls  "  (I.  Pet.  ii.  25)  such  an  authority  t 
Then  so  had  Peter ;  for  he  is  to  discharge  the  very 
functions,  though  as  a  subordinate  and  delegate,  de- 
scribed in  John  x.  He  is  to  be  a  "  captain  that  shall 


THE  PBIHACT  OP  PETER.  169 

rale''  (noifiavety  Matth.  ii.  6,)  like  liis  Master.  He 
is  to  be  such  a  shepherd  as  was  of  old  the  king,  the 
noLfiTiv  Xawv ;  for  the  Church  is  a  "  Kingdom."  To 
him  it  was  given  to  feed  the  flock  in  the  same  way 
that  David  was  to  "feed  {nocfiatveiVy  Ps.  Ixxvii.  71) 
Jacob,  his  servant,  and  Israel  his  inheritance'';  to 
"feed  {noifiaveig,  2  Kings,  v.  2)  His  people,  Is- 
rael"; that  Christ  was  to  "role  (noLfiaveigy  Ps.  ii.  9) 
the  Gentiles  with  an  iron  rod."  Cf.  2  Kings,  vii.  7 ; 
Ps.  xxii.  1 ;  Is.  xl.ll;  Jr.  xxiii.  2,  etc. 

From  a  comparisonof  these  and  similar  texts  it  is 
clear  that  in  biblical  language,  nay,  in  the  language 
of  all  pastoral  peoples,  there  was  no  more  common 
metaphor  to  express  fmiversal  and  supreme  do- 
minion, both  legislative  and  administrative,  than 
that  of  the  shepherd  in  relation  to  his  flock 
and,  above  all,  than  that  included  in  the  word 
iToiixatveLv,  So  evident  is  this  to  scholars,  that 
such  Protestants  as  Schleusner,  "  GraBCO-Latinum 
Lexicon,"  S.  T.  Bloomfield,  "  English  Notes  on  the 
Greek  Testament,"  and  Arnold,  "  Fragments  on  the 
Church,"  are  compelled  to  confess  it.  This  last- 
,  mentioned  author  says  (p.  26) : — "  This  term  of  feed- 
ing, as  a  shepherd  feeds  his  flock,  is  one  of  the  oldest 
and  most  universal  metaphors  to  express  a  supreme 
and  at  the  same  time,  a  beneficent  government."  If, 
then,  the  other  Apostles  were  members  of  Christ's 

Church,  though  holding  the  same  relation  to    the 
15 
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other  faithfdl  as  the  sheep  to  the  lambs ;  we  fail  to  see 
what  Dr.  Steams,  with  his  usual  elegauce  and  deli- 
cacy, calls  (p.  120)  "  a  bull  both  Papal  and  Irish,"  in 
the  assertion  that  Peter,  the  supreme  pastor,  was  to 
feed  both  the  flock  and  its  shepherds. 

But  that  Peter  received  authority  over  the  other 
apostles,  is  evident  not  alone  from  the  fact  that  they 
were  members  of  the  Church  of  which  he  was  the 
authorized  leader,  but  especially  from  the  following 
considerations.  Christ  spoke  to  Peter  alone,  to  the 
positive  exclusion  of  the  others  :  "  lovest  thou  me  more 
than  these  f "  He  was  sent  in  common  with  the  others 
(John  XX.),  while  he  here  receives  a  special  mission. 
He  is  addressed  in  an  unusnaUy  solemn  and  impres- 
sive  manner.  Thrice  he  is  called  upon  to  make  an 
act  of  love,  and  after  each  Christ  commends  to  his 
care  the  object  dearest  to  Him  on  earth,  £Us  church, 
the  fruit  of  that  other  love  whose  outcome  was  his 
passion  and  death.  As  a  reward  of  his  faith.  He  gave 
him  the  promise  of  the  Primacy;  as  a  reward  of  his 
love,  the  fulfilment  of  that  promise.  To  no  other  was 
such  a  promise  made,  to  no  other  was  its  fulfilment 
given.  "Peter  is  ordered,"  says  St.  Ambrose,  "to 
feed,  not  the  lambs  as  at  first  ....  but  the  more 
perfect  sheep,  in  order  that  he  who  was  the  more  per- 
fect might  have  the  governments  (In  Luc.  1.  10,  n. 
176.)  And  St.  Basil  (Const.  Monast.  c  22,  n.  5). 
The  spiritual   "ruler  is  none  else  than   one   who 
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represents  the  person  of  the  Savionr^  and  offers  up  to 
Grod  the  salvation  of  those  who  obey  him  ^  and  this 
we  learn  from  Christ  himself,  in  that  he  appointed 
Peter  to  be  the  shepherd  of  His  chnrch  after  "Kim- 
sdfP 

With  these  proofs  of  Peter's  Primacy  in  onr  hands, 
we  can  und^stand  what  wonld  be  otherwise  inex- 
plicable, viz. :  Why  Christ  changed  his  name,  and 
his  alone,  into  "  The  Rock  f  why  the  Evangelists, 
wherever  they  speak  of  the  Apostles,  speak  of  Peter 
by  name,  while  they  speak  of  the  others  in  globo. 
^'  Simon,  and  they  that  were  w\JGii  him"  (Mark  L  36). 
'^  Peter  and  l^ose  that  were  with  him  ^aid"  (Lake 
viii.  45).  "They  said  to  Peter  and  to  the  rest  of  the 
Apostles"  (Acts  ii.  37).  Cf.  Mark  xvi.  7;  Acts  ii.  14-29. 
We  anderstand  why  Peter  is  the  only  Apostle  put  in 
this  relation  to  the  rest ;  why  he  is  the  first  to  address 
the  Jews  in  Jerusalem,  or  to  make  converts  firom  the 
gentiles ;  why  it  is  Peter  who  points  out  to  the 
Apostles  the  duty  of  choosing  a  successor  to  Judas ; 
why  in  the  Apostolic  Council  of  Jerusalem,  Petet's 
sentiments  are  recorded  first ;  and,  finally,  we  under- 
stand why  Peter's  name  always  stands  first  in  the 
lists  of  the  Apostles  (Matth.  x.  2-5  ;  Mark  iii.  16-19 ; 
Luke  vi.  14-16  ;  Acts  i.  13) ;  and  why  he  is  called 
by  St.  Matthew  the  first  Apostle.  Dr.  Steams  admits 
that  this  is  "  undoubtedly  true,"  and  that "  it  undoubt- 
edly points  to  a  Primacy  of  some  sort "  (p.  121).    Of 


172     THE  TRUE  FAITH  OF  OUR  FOREFATHERS. 

wliat  ^^sort"  this  Primacy  was,  whether  of  honor 
only,  or  of  authority  also,  whether  he  was  to  com- 
mand, or  merely  to  preside,  we  leave  our  readers  to 
judge. 

Let  ns  now  examine  the  objections  of  the  Doctor, 
not  against  the  arguments,  but  against  the  doctrine. 
At  p.  125  he  writes :  "  Paul  withstanding  Peter  to  the 
face  (Gal.  ii.  11)  t^  an  objection :  because  it  was  not 
on  a  point  not  affecting  doctrine  that  he  withstood 
him,  but  on  a  point  affecting  doctrine,  and  because 
it  was  an  encroachment  on  Paul's  jurisdiction,  to  wit, 
over  the  Gentiles."  The  Doctor  here,  as  elsewhere, 
is,  to  use  his  favorite  expression,  in  "  the  teeth  of  the 
Fathers."  TertuUian,  for  instance,  explicitly  declares 
that  "  If  Peter  was  blamed,  certainly  it  was  for  a 
fault  of  conduct,  not  of  preaching"  (De  Praescript.  c 
23).  St.  Peter  had  long  before  admitted  the  Gen- 
tiles into  the  Church  (Acts  x.  48).  But  out  of  re- 
gard for  the  feelings  of  the  circumcised  converts,  he 
pursued  a  line  of  conduct  at  Antioch,  which  they 
mistook  for  an  approval  of  their  error.  Accordingly 
Peter's  fault,  if  fault  there  were,  amounted  to  this : 
that  having,  with  the  best  intention,  done  what  was 
not  forbidden,  he  had  not  foreseen  what  others  might 
thence  infer.  Can  this  be  thought  either  a  dogmatic 
error,  or  a  proof  of  his  not  holding  supreme  authority  t 
St.  Gregory  the  Great  did  not  think  so.  "  Peter 
was  silent,"  he  says,  "  that  ho  who  wa&  first  m  Apos- 
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tdic  dignity  might  be  first  in  humility^  (1. 2.  Horn.  6, 
in  Ezech.)    And  St.  Augustine :  "  A  rarer  and  holier 
example  Peter  gave  to  his  successors  in  that  he  did 
not  disdain  to  be  corrected  bi/  his  inferiors  "  (Epist.  82, 
ad  Hieron.)    And  St.  Jerome  himself :  "  If  any  one 
thinks  that  Paul  really  withstood  the  Apostle  Peter, 
and  for  the  truth  of  the  Gospel  intrepidly  did  an  in- 
jury to  one  that  was  over  him,  this  will  not  stand 
for  him,  that  Paul  also  himself  was  made  a  Jew  to 
the  Jews,  and  will  be  held  guilty  of  the  same  c(iS' 
simulationP    Then  he  mentions  an  opinion  which 
was  defended  in  his  time,  but  which  he  does  not 
himself  follow.     "  There  are,''  says  he,  "  some  who 
do  not  think  that  the  Cephas,  of  whom  Paul  here 
writes    that  he  withstood  him  to  the  face,  is  the 
Apostle  Peter,  but  another  of  the  same  name  who 
was  one  of  the  seventy  disciples.''  (Comment,  in  h.  1.) 
This  was  also  the  opinion  of  Clement  of  Alexandria, 
as  Eusebius  testifies.    And  even  to  this  day  there  are 
commentators  who  hold  it  (see  T.W.  Allies, "  St.  Peter, 
his  name  and  office."  London,  1852.) 

Dr.  Steams  informs  us  (p.  126)  that  "  the  order  of 
the  names  of  the  three  '  pillars'  of  the  Church  in  the 
ninth  verse  of  this  chapter  'James  and  Peter  and 
John '  is  a  hard  nut  for  the  Roman  commentators  to 
crack  j''  that  "  the  Rhemish  annotator  dishonestly 
changes   the   order,  putting  Peter  first  and  John 

second." 

15* 
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It  is  really  sad  to  see  a  man  of  Dr.  Stearns's  years 
and  position  so  ready  to  make  such  charges.  Can  it 
be  possible  an  '^  examining  chaplain  "  is  unacquainted 
with  the  Protestant  critic,  Tischendorf  ?  Now  Tis- 
chendorf  (N.  T.  Graece,  Lipsiae,  1872,  p.  635),  gives 
the  names  of  no  less  than  eight  of  the  oldest  MSS. 
or  Codices  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  in  which  Peter's  name 
is  written  first  in  the  text ;  and  he  quotes  the  old 
Syriac,  the  Coptic,  the  Armenian,  and  the  Ethiopio 
old  versions  as  keeping  the  same  order.  .  It  were  not 
too  much  to  expect  £rom  the  man,  chos6n  by  his  ecclesi- 
astical superiors  to  defend  their  common  cause,  to  be 
conversant  with  a  commentator  so  famous  as  the  Prot- 
estant Grotius.  Now  the  latter  writes  thus:  "In 
that  most  ancient  of  MS.  the  name  of  Cephas  is  not 
placed  between  that  of  James  and  John,  and  this 
I  consider  the  more  correct  Nor  is  it  according  to 
usage  that  he  who  is  the  Head  of  the  college  [apostolic] 
be  named  in  the  middle  place  ....  Besides  the 
anment  writers,  when  treating  of  this  place  (the  text 
in  question)  name  Peter  in  the  first  place''  (Comm. 
in  loc).  Of  course  it  is  not  difficult  to  explain 
why  Dr.  Steams  is  unacquainted  with  the  practice  of 
these  "  ancient  writers."  In  order,  therefore,  to  fill 
up  the  lacimcief  left  in  his  mind  by  Hall  &  Co.,  as 
well  as  to  save  him  all  imprdbvis  labor  in  the  evening 
of  his  life,  we  will  quote  "  chapter  and  verse ''  of  a 
few  of  the  "  ancient  writers/  "  Our  Forefathers" :  Ter- 
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tullian  (contra  Marc.,1.  4,  c.  3) ;  Chiysostom  (in  c.  2, 
£p.  ad.  Gal.,  n.  2) ;  Ambrosiaster  (Comm.  ad.  h.  1.)  ^ 
Ambrosias  (De  inteip.  Job.  1.  1,  c.  5)  Augustinus 
(Comm.  ad.  1.,  n.  13.) ;  Jerome,  in  liis  commentary, 
and  others,  all  read  ^'  Peter,  James  and  John."  He 
might  also,  with  no  less  ease  than  advantage,  turn 
to  Estius'  "Commentary  on  St.  Paul's  Epistles." 
He  will  there  see  how  easily  a  "  Roman  Commen- 
tator" can  crack  the  portentous  "nut." 

At  p.  127  the  Doctor  continues :  "I  object  to  the 
authoritative  Primacy  of  Peter,  that  the  other  Apostles 
were  not  aware  of  it,  which  they  must  have  been  if 
be  had  exercised  it  over  them."  And  he  proves  this 
proposition  from  two  texts  of  Scripture — ^first,  from 
Matth.  xviii.  1,  where  we  read  that  they  came  to  Jesus, 
sometime  after  he  had  promised  Peter  the  keys,  with 
this  question  :  "  Who  is  the  greatest  in  the  Eongdom 
of  Heaven."  He  argues :  "  They  saw  no  primacy  of 
authority  in  the  power  of  the  keys,"  or  they  would 
never  have  asked  that  question.  He  finds  another 
objection  in  Acts  (viii :  14) :  "  Now  when  the  Apostles, 
who  were  at  Jerusalem,  heard  that  Samaria  had 
received  the  word  of  God,  they  sent  to  them  Peter 
and  John."  From  these  words  the  Doctor  argues  thus : 
"The  sender,  I  take  it,  is  not  inferior  in  authority  to 
the  sent."  But  the  other  Apostles  were  the  senders, 
Peter  one  of  the  sent.  Therefore  the  other  Apostles 
were  not  inferior  in  authority  to  Peter. 
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Dr.  Steams  thinks  that  the .  veiy  nature  of  the 
question :  "  Who  is  greatest  in  the  Kingdom  of 
Heaven?"  shows  that  the  Apostles  were  not  aware 
(at  least  at  the  time  it  was  asked)  of  the  Primacy 
of  authority  over  the  Church,  promised  to  Pet«p. 
The  Protestant  Bloomfield  does  not  think  so.  "  The 
disciples/'  he  says  (Comm.  in  loc.),  "  seem  to  have 
desired  to  know,  not  who  should  be  greatest,  but 
who  should  be  greater,  and  fill  the  more  considera- 
ble posts  in  the  Court  qf  the  Messiah :  the  notion 
common  to  all  the  Jews,  that  the  Messiah  would 
erect  a  temporal  kingdom.^'  And  he  is  borne  out 
in  his  opinion  by  the  Greek  reading  of  the  text.  For 
the  disciples  did  not  ask,  "  who  will  be  the  great- 
est V  but  "who  will  be  greater  (juc/fwv)?''  St. 
John  Chrysostom  says  that  they  were  well  aware 
of  Peter's  Primiacy  of  authority.  And  he  proves  this, 
not  only  from  Matth.  xvi,  19,  but  from  this  very  text. 
He  begins  his  argument  from  the  last  verse  of  the 
preceding  chapter,  where  Jesus  tells  Peter  to  pay 
tribute  "  for  me  and  you.^  He  says  that  the  others 
were  jealous  of  the  Master's  preference  of  Peter,  not 
wOy  on  this  occasion,  but  on  many  others,  and  that  they 
wi^ro  imtated  at  Peter's  assurance  and  freedom  of 
i^^^^h.  And,  he  continues:  "They  did  not  say 
o|H»i4}' :  Why  dost  thou  put  Peter  before  us  ?  is  this 
ffliow  (i4f /fci)v)  greater  than  we  f  For  they  did  not 
diuv.     But  they  put  the  question  indefinitely,  '  Who 
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h  greater  t  '^  (Horn.  58  in  Mattb.  n.  2.)  So  fsn  then 
its  this  text  is  concerned,  we  have  no  proof  that  the 
Apostles  were  not  aware  of  Peter's  Primacy  of  author- 
ity. Nay,  even  were  we  sure  that  cU  this  time  they 
were  not  aware  of  such  a  Primacy,  we  would  not  be 
justified  in  concluding  that  such  a  Primacy  did  not 
exist,  much  less  that  they  were  never  aware  of  its 
existence.  The  "  Teacher  of  all  Truth  "  had  not  yet 
been  sent. 

We  cannot  say  the  same  in  regard  to  the  other 
text  brought  forward  by  Dr.  Steams.  If  when  the 
Apostles  who  were  at  Jerusalem  sent  Peter  and  John 
they  were  unaware  of  the  Primacy  in  question,  we 
give  up  the  case,  for  they  had  already  received  the 
"  Teacher  of  all  Truth/'  But  Dr.  Stearns's  argument 
rests  entirely  on  a  principle,  which  he  wrongly  takes 
as  absolutely  and  universally  true.  "  The  sender,'' 
he  says,  '^  is  not  inferior  to  the  sent."  Now  in  the 
Book  of  Joshua  (xxii.  13-14,  Protestant  version),  we 
read:    ''And  the  children  of  Israel  sent  unto  the 

children  of  Reuben Phenehas,  the  son  of 

Eleazar,  the  Priest,  and  with  him  ten  princes j  of  each 
chief  house  a  prince  throughout  all  the  tribes  of  Is- 
rael ;  and  each  one  was  an  head  of  the  house  of  their 
fiathers  among  the  thousands  of  Israel."  Were  the 
senders  not  inferior  to  the  sent  f  Again,  Acts  (xv.  2): 
"  When,  therefore,  Paul  and  Barnabas  had  no  small 
dissension  with  them^  they  [the  faithful  of  AntioGh\ 
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determined  that  Paul  and  Barnabas  should  go  up  to 
Jerusalem  unto  the  Apostles  and  Elders  about  this 
question."  Will  Dr.  Steams  maintain  that  the 
faithful  were  not  inferior  to  Paul  and  Barnabas  t 
Our  last  illustration  we  take  from  Josephus  (Antiq. 
Heb.  1.  20,  c.  8),  who  relates  that  the  Jews  living  in 
Jerusalem,  in  order  to  settle  some  differences  that 
had  arisen  between  themselves  and  Agrippa,  sent  to 
Rome  Ismael,  the  High  Priest,  with  ten  of  the  prin- 
cipal Jews.  Was  the  High  Priest  not  superior  to 
them  that  sent  him  f  It  is  false,  then,  that  the  sent 
is  never  superior  to  the  sender.  Of  course  if 'we  were 
arguing  the  point  with  a  man  who  loved  rhetoric  less 
and  logic  more  j  we  would  not  waste  paper  on  such 
trivial  objections  j  we  would  be  content  to  answer 
this  latter  difficulty  by  a  simple  distinction.  The 
sender  who  sends  as  having  authority  to  send  in  such 
a  manner  that  the  sent  is  not  free  not  to  obey ;  such 
a  sender  is  not  inferior  to  the  sent ;  but  the  sender 
who  cannot  call  for  obedience  may  be  inferior  to  the 
sent,  over  whom  he  is  not  in  authority.  Peter  was 
sent  because,  being  superior,  he  was  considered  the 
fittest  adversary  against  an  opponent  like  Simon 
Magus,  especially  when  aided  by  the  eloquence  of 
"  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved.'' 

"  I  object  again,"  says  the  Doctor  (p.  128),  "  to  the 
autJwritative  primacy  of  Peter,  that  he  was  not  him- 
self aware  that  he  possessed  it."    A.nd  he  proves  this 
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formidable  aflsertion— how  do  yon  think,  reader!— 
from  the  £a>ct  that  Peter  makes  no  mention  of  his 
being  "the  Commander-in-chief  in  either  of  his 
Epistles.  • 

"  The  Argumentum  e  SilenUOj^^  that  is,  a  negative 
argument,  says  the  Protestant  Dr.  Davidson,  "  is  of 
no  weight''  (Introduction,  vol.  3,  p.  363).  We  might 
as  well  argue  that  because  Peter  makes  no  mention 
of  his  primacy  of  rank  and  honor,  he  had  none  such : 
yet  Dr.  Steams  (p.  121)  seems  to  grant  it. 

The  Doctor  says  (ibid.)  that  "it  would  have  been 
specially  germane  to  his  [Peter's]  subject"  to  mention 
his  Primacy.  Granted,  what  then  ?  Was  St.  Peter, 
or,  rather,  the  Holy  Ghost,  for  he  is  the  author  of 
these  two  Epistles,  obliged  to  say  whatever  "was 
germane  to  his  subject"!  It  was  not  necessary  that 
he  should  begin  with  "  I,  Peter,  your  Commander-in- 
chief."  The  faithful  knew  the  chief  articles  of  the 
faith.     And  Peter's  Primacy  was  one  of  them. 

"  Such,"  Dr.  Steams  concludes,  "  are  some  of  the 
chief  objections  which  the  Archbishop  has  very  pru- 
dently (or  very  ignorantly)  failed  to  bring  before 
his  readers."    Plaudite  cives ! 

The  next  point  to  be  considered  is  a  question  of 
fact.  The  Archbishop  (p.  129),  commenting  on  Gal. 
i.  18 :  "I  went  to  Jerusalem  to  see  Peter,  and  I  tarried 
with  him  fifteen  days,"  argues  that  St.  PauFs  object 
in  undertaking  so  long  a  journey  at  that  juncture 
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was  not  to  pay  an  idle  visit  of  ceremony,  but  t(^ 
testify  his  respect  and  honor  for  the  Chief  of  the 
Apostles.  And  he  quotes  Chiysostom,  Jerome, 
and  Ambrose,  as  his  wan^ts  for  such  an  interpreta- 
tion. Dr.  Steams  tells  ns  (p.  130)  that  "did  St 
Chrysostom  say  what  is  imputed  to  him,  he 
would  be  letting  his  rhetoric  get  the  better 
of  his  lexicology.  But  he  does  not  say  it!* 
Well,  it  would  seem  he  did.  Doctor.  These 
are  his  words:  "St.  Paul  who  was  so  disposed 
with  respect  to  all,  knew  how  great  a  preroga- 
tive Peter  ought  to  enjoy ,  and  reverenced  him  most  of 
all  men,  and  was  disposed  towards  him  as  he  de- 
served. And  this  is  a  proof.  The  whole  earth  was 
looking  to  Paul ;  there  rested  on  his  spirit  the  solici- 
tude for  the  churches  of  all  the  world.  A  thousand 
matters  engaged  him  every  day ;  he  was  besieged 
with  appointments,  commands,  corrections,  counsels, 
exhortations,  teachings,  the  administration  of  endless 
business:  yet  giving  up  ciU  these,  he  went  to  Jerusalem. 
And  there  was  no  other  occasion  for  this  journey,  save 
to  see  Peter,  as  he  says  himself :  '  I  went  up  to  Jeru- 
salem to  see  Peter.'  Thus  he  honored  him  and  placed 
him  before  all  men''  (Migne  P.  G.  V.  51,  p.  378). 
Chrysostom  did  say  what  the  Archbishop  attributes 
to  him.  But  what  is  amusing  is  that,  just  thirty-three 
lines  farther  down.  Dr.  Steams,  forgetting  what  he  had 
so  positively  affirmed,  informs  us  with  the  same  as- 
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vaxsSDiOBy  that  ^it  is  true  St.  Chiysostom  says  the 
vi^t  was  made  beoauae  Pet^  was  the  Chief  of  the 
Apostles." 

But  at  p.  131  he  raises  another  issoe^  connected  with 
this,  however.  He  says,  speaking  of  Chiysostom 
and  Amhix>8e,  that ''  their  opinion  is  of  no  more  value 
than  the  opinion  of  any  man  of  equal  scholarship  and 
judgment  at  the  present  day,  seeing  they  both  came 
on  the  stage,  three  hundred  years  after  Paul  and  Peter 
liad  left  it" 

Let  us  then  whistle  Ambrose  and  Chryaostom  down 
iihe  wind  and  follow  this  '^  man  (^  equal  scholarship 
^^id  judgment,  who  came  on  the  stage  eighteen  hun- 
ted years  after"  to  play  at  biblical  criticism  and 
Oreek  leadcolc^  against  Ambrose  and  Chrysostom. 
It  would  be  useless  to  go  through  the  farrago  he 
^ves  us  apropos  of  this  question.    For  instance,  that 
St.  Paul  ''had  not  yet  founded  a  single  Churdi." 
This  he  asserts  as    a  patent  truth,  though  it  is 
a  very  obscure  question,  what  St.  Paul  was  doing, 
during  the  three  years  which  elided  between  his 
conversion  and  Lis  going  up  to  Jerusalem  to  visit 
Peter.      Dr.   Steams  says  that  St.  Paul  did  not 
go  to  learn  of  Peter.   Of  course  he  did  not.      Why 
that  is  just  what  St.   Paul  himself   is    affirming 
throughout  this  first  chapter,  viz.:  that  he  is  ''an 
Apostle  not  of  men,  neither  by  men,  but  by  Jesus 

Christ''  (v.  1). 
16 
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Nor  is  that  the  question,  but  this :  Did  St.  Paul  go 
to  see  St.  Peter,  because  he  was  a  man  to  whom  respect 
and  honor  was  due  ?  That  is  all  the  Archbishop 
affirmed.  And  that  is  just  what  the  Doetor  has 
not  been  able  to  refute. 

But  this  is  not  the  only  proof  of  the  Doctor's  love 
for  mixing  up  distinct  questions.  "  Supj)ose,''  he  writes 
(p.  132),  "he  [the  Archbishop]  had  made  out  his 
case  and  proved  Peter's  Primacy,  in  his  sense  of  the 
word,  still  it  is  nothing  to  his  purpose,  imless  he  can 
prove  that  that  primacy  passed  to  the  Bishops  of 
Rome  as  successors  to  Peter.  To  that  proof,  there- 
fore, he  now  addresses  himself.''  Here  the  Doctor 
quotes  "  one  whole  page  and  seven  lines  of  another 
page"  from  the  corresponding  chapter  of  the  Arch- 
bishop's book  and  concludes  (p.  134) :  "  His  whole 
proof  that  the  primacy  descended  to  the  Bishops  of 
Rome  is  contained  in  the  eight  paragraphs  above 
quoted."  We  deny  that  the  Archbishop  in  his  chap- 
ter on  "the  Primacy  of  Peter"  addresses  himself  to 
this  proof.  He  treats  of  this  in  the  following  chap- 
ter J  knowing  perfectly  well  that  these  two  questions 
are  quite  distinct.  His  object  in  the  present  chapter 
was  to  prove  Peter's  primacy ;  and  if  this  is  proved, 
how  can  the  Doctor  say  that  "  it  is  nothing  to  his 
purpose  f  It  is  to  the  Doctor's  "  piurpose,"  however, 
to  create  confusion  in  the  minds  of  those  especially 
who  are  not  professed  controversialists. 
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The  space  at  our  command  will  not  allow  us  here 
to  examine  into  the  question  of  Peter's  residence  in 
Rome.  This  question  has  been  treated  over  and 
over  again.  We  will  be  satisfied  with  quoting  the 
testimony  of  some  of  the  most  eminent  Protestant 
writers. 

Dr.  Steams  (p.  262),  speaking  of  the  German 
Historian  Gieseler,  says  that  "his  ^Text-book  qf 
Church  History/  is  recognized  among  scholars  as  a 
standard  authority,  etc.^  Our  first  citation  then  shall 
be  from  this  same  Gieseler,  {vol.  J.,  p,  78,  JEdinburghy 
1846.)  "In  the  middle  ages  the  Waldenses  de- 
nied ....  that  Peter  had  ever  been  at  Bome. 
In  this  they  were  followed  by  Matth.  Flaicius,  Claud. 
Salmasius,  and  Fred.  Spanheim,  aU  obviously  entan- 
gled by  party  feeling  (italics  ours).  Several  modems, 
resting  on  a  scientific  basis,  have  made  the  same 
assertion,  particularly  Eichhom,  Baur,  Mayerhoff. 
Neander,  and  Winerwaver.  On  the  contrary,  the 
old  tradition  is  defended  by  Credner,  Bleek,  and 
Olshausen.  ...  If,  according  to  Baur,  this  tradi- 
tion proceeded  from  Judaizing  Christians  at  Rome, 
for  the  purpose  of  exalting  Peter  above  Paul,  we 
cannot  understand  how  the  fabrication  did  not  forth- 
with meet  with  a  decided  contradiction  from  the 
adherents  of  Paul  at  Rome,  nor  how  Caius,  a  dis- 
ciple of  Paul,  is  a  leading  witness  for  its  truth.'' 
Br.  Whiston,  in  his  Memoirs  (London,  1750),  says; 
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"  Mr.  Baratier  proves  in  bis  first  chapter,  most  tl 
Gaghly,  as  Bishop  Pearson  had  done  before  I 
that  8t.  Peter  was  at  Borne.  This  is  so  cleai 
Chnstian  antiquity,  that  it  is  a  shame  for  a  P 
estant  to  confess  that  any  Protestant  ever  dei 
it.''  "It  is  the  universal  testimony  of  traditi< 
says  Dr.  Th.  Schaff,  another  Protestant,  "that  P 
labored  last  in  Rome  •  •  •  and  [this]  is  so 
times,  either  from  polemic  iseal  against  the  Papj 
OT  from  historical  scepticism,  called  in  question. 
by  the  great  majority  of  Protestant  historians 
main  fact  has  always  been  admitted''  (Hist. 
the  Apost.  Church,  p.  362,  New  York,  1853).  *: 
same  is  the  opinion  of  Dr.  Davidson.  "  In  Ic 
ing,"  ho  says,  "  at  the  entire  collection  of  evidei 
we  cannot  doubt  that  Peter  went  to  Rome,  wor 
with  Paul,  and  was  put  to  death  under  Nero.  . 
It  was  never  doubted  that  Peter  suffered  at  R( 
till  the  time  of  the  Waldensesj"  then  he  qxn 
several  Protestant  writers  who  are  of  the  same  o] 
ion,  besides  Gieseler,  and  those  already  cited 
him,  Mynster,  Schott,  Neudecker,  Von  Colin,  Wii 
Bchman,  Wieseler,  Lardner,  Burton,  GresweU,  c 
etc.  (Introduction  to  the  New  Testament,  p.  3 
London,  1851.) 

Now  the  fact  attested  by  all  antiquity  being 
mitted,  that  he  was  in  Rome,  by  the  showing  of 
same  tradition,  it  can  be  proved  to  evidence  that 
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establislied  his  See  there.  Thus  St.  Cyprian  calls 
the  Roman  See  the  "  See  of  Peter.^  {Up,  55y  ad  Cor- 
nel, n.  14.)  St.  Optatus  says  that  "in  the  City  of 
Kome,  on  Peter  first  was  an  Episcopal  chair  conferred. 
(De  Schism.  Donat.  1.  2,  n.  2.)  St.  Siricius  speaks  of 
the  Homan  Bishops  as  "  the  heirs  of  Peter's  adminis- 
tration.'' (Ep.  1  ad  Himer.  n.  1.)  St.  Jerome  calls 
Pope  Damasus  "the  successor  of  the  Fisherman/'  and 
his  chair  "the  chair  of  Peter''  {Ep.  15,  ad  JDamas.  n.  2), 
and  elsewhere  the  same  holy  Doctor  declares  "  that 
the  Apostle  Peter,  by  nation  a  Galilean,  the  first 
High-priest  of  the  Christians,  when  he  had  first 
founded  the  Church  of  Antioch,  proceeds  to  Rome, 
where,  preaching  the  Gospel,  he  continues  for  twenty- 
five  years,  Bishop  of  that  city.  {Chron.  ad  Ann.  40.) 
St.  Augustine  calls  Linus,  the  Roman  Bishop,  "  the 
successor  of  Peter"  {Ep.  53,  ad  Gener.  n.  2);  and 
adds  :  "  In  the  Catholic  Church  ....  the  succession 
of  priests  from  the  see  itself  of  the  Apostle  Peter  even 
to  the  present  Episcopate  holds  me."  {Cont  Ep. 
Manicli.  n.  5.)  Omitting  many  others,  we  conclude 
idth  that  of  St.  Leo.  Addressing  the  Romans  he 
speaks  thus :  "For  the  celebration  of  your  solemnity, 
not  only  the  apostolic,  but  also  the  episcopal  dignity 
of  the  most  blessed  Peter  concurs,  who  does  not  cease 
to  preside  over  his  own  See,  and  obtains  its  unfailing 
"union  with  the  eternal   Priest.     For   that   solidity, 

which  he  himself  being  made  a  Rock  received  from 
16» 
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Gbiifit,  he  transmitted  to  his  heirs  likewise.   {Sermo, 
6y  in  Anniv.  Assumpi.  n.  4.) 

These  testimonies  of  our  Forefathers,  to  which 
many  more  might  have  been  added,  show  to  evidence 
that  Peter  established  his  See  in  Rome.  What  then 
will  the  author  of  the  "  Faith  of  our  Forefathers  "  say  t 
Is  he  not  in  contradiction  with  their  teaching  t  Qh,  but 
"  they  are  all  offthe  track ! "  "  their  opinion  is  of  no  more 
value  than  the  opinion  of  any  man  of  equal  scholar- 
ship and  judgment  at  the  present  day  ]^  "  their  testi* 
mony  is  good  for  nothing.^  Nay,  even  St.  Jerome, 
our  '' Examining  Chaplain''  pronounces  in  the  words 
of  a  disguised  Calvinist  to  be  a  man  who  indulges 
his  ''  bile,  because  he  had  been  slightingly  received 
in  Rome.''  Not  only  to  our  Doctor,  but  also  to  all 
earnest  and  candid  enquirers  after  truth,  do  we  ad- 
dress that  touching  appeal  of  St.  Augustine : 

Venite  fratres  si  vidtis  ut  inseramini  in  vitej  etc, 
'*  Come  brethren,  ye  who  wish  to  be  engrafted  in  the 
Vine'.  Ah  the  grief  to  see  you  lying  so,  lopped  off! 
Reckon  up  the  priests  even  from  the  Chair  of  Peter, 
and  behold  in  that  long  line,  who  succeeded  whom. 
That  Chair  is  the  rock,  which  the  proud  gates  of 
hell  do  not  overcome.  AH  ye  then  who  love  peace 
judge  and  decide."   (Ps.  ctr.* partem  Donat.)* 

*  It  is  lack  of  space,  rather  than  want  of  materials,  that 
prevents  us  from  exposing  more  of  the  errors  and  inaccu- 
racies contained  in  this  chapter  of  Dr.  Steams.  Thus,  for 
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CHAPTER  X. 

THB  SUPRBMACT  OF  THB  POPES. 

A  TWOFOLD  demonstratioiiy  the  one  a  priori^  tte 
other  a  posterioriy  is  employed  to  prove  that  the 
Popes  enjoy  supremacy  in  the  Church  of  Jesus  Christ. 
A  priori  we  prove  it  by  showing  that  independent- 
ly of  his  personal  privileges,  privileges  common  to 
the  rest  of  the  Apostles,  Peter  received  from  Jesns 
Christ  certain  official  prerogatives,  so  necessary  to 
the  essential  constitution  of  the  Chiurch,  that  without 
them  we  could  neither  conceive  nor  recognize  the 
Church  as  instituted  by  Christ.  Rightly,  then,  does 
the  Archbishop  conclude :  "  The  Church  did  not  die 
with  Peter,  but  was  destined  to  continue  till  the  end 
of  time.  Consequently,  whatever  official  preroga- 
tives were  conferred  on  Peter,  were  not  to  c^ase  at 
his  death,  but  were  to  be  handed  down  to  his  suc- 
cessors from  generation  to  generation  (p.  132).     Dr. 

instance^  we  met  with  the  strange  opinion  given  by  him 
as  an  UDdoubted  fact^  that  St.  James,  brotherof  our  Lord, 
aathor  of  the  Catholic  Epistles,  and  Bishop  of  Jerusalemy 
was  not  one  of  the  Twelve.  Of  this  opinion  the  Protes- 
tant Dr.  Cave  says  that  **  the  story  of  three  that  were 
called  James,  viz.,  James  the  Great,  James  the  Less,  and 
James  Bishop  of  Jerusalem,  is  a  great  mistake,  and  built 
tipon  a  sandy  bottom  "  (Life  of  James  the  Less,  p.  144). 
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Steams  rejects  this  reasoning,  asserting  that  there 
are  no  official  privileges  conferred  upon  the  Head  of 
the  Church,  but  only  personal  privileges  granted  to 
the  person  of  Peter.  "The  Supreme  Ruler  of  the 
Church  is  not  and  was  not  Peter.  There  is  another 
King,  one  Jesus,  the  same  whom  Peter  himself  calls 

the  Prince  of  Pastors.     It  needs  no  other, 

and  accordingly  it  never  has  had,  and  we  may  rest 
assured  never  wiD.  have  any"  (p.  143).  Yet,  not- 
withstanding Dr.  Stearns's  assertions,  there  are 
hundreds  of  millions  of  Christians,  who  believe  that 
there  is,  that  there  always  has  been,  and  always  will 
be,  besides  the  Divine  invisible  Ruler  of  the  Church, 
ever-living  in  Heaven,  a  visible  Head  also.  His  Vicar 
on  earth,  the  Bishop  of  Rome.  In  the  foregoing 
chapter  we  have  shown,  not  only  the  need  of  such  a 
head,  but  we  have  also  proved  to  evidence  that  Jesus 
Christ  actually  appointed  this  Head.  We  can  there- 
fore conclude,  with  St.  Cyprian,  that  he  deceives 
himself  who  believes  he  is  in  the  Church  of  Jesus 
Christ,  while  separated  from  the  principle  of  its  unity, 
the  Supreme  Pastor  of  Rome. 

Another  of  Dr.  Stearns's  objections  is,  that  even 
granting  Peter  had  official  privileges  to  be  handed 
down  to  his  successors,  it  is  not  yet  proved  that  the 
Roman  Pontiffs  are  Peter's  successors  j  nay,  more, 
that  it  is  not  yet  proved  that  Peter  was  ever  in  Rome. 
Both  these  facts  having  been  proved  in  our  chapter 
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on  the  Primacy  qf  Peter y  Dr.  Steams  will,  we  trust, 
be  satisfied. 

The  privileges  of  St.  Peter,  says  the  Archbi^op^ 
are  inherited  by  his  successors,  the  Bishops  of  Borne, 
'' just  as  the  constitutional  powers  given  to  George 
Washington  have  devolved  on  the  present  incumbent 
of  the  Presidential  chair"  (p.  132).  The  acnteness 
of  Dr.  Steams  finds  a  flaw  in  this  illustration.  '^The 

flaw  is    in    this,    that the  '^  constitutional 

powers  were    given,  not  'to  George  Washington,' 
"but  to  the  '  President  of  the  United  States/  which 
George  Washington  was  not  at  that  time"  (p.  143). 
Dr.  Steams  must  needs  then  have  reasoned  in  the 
f oUowing  manner :  Peter  had  no  powers  to  transmit 
to  his  successors,  if  before  being  himself  invested 
'vnth  them,  the  headship  of  the  Church  was  not  sepa- 
x^tely  established  by  our  Lord.     But  we  do  not  find 
t;his    headship    separately    established.     Therefore, 
IPeter  had  no  powers  to  transmit  to  his  successors. 
I^ity,  indeed,  that  Dr.  Steams  could  not  give  a  piece 
of  advice  to  our  Lord  Himself !     When  Jesus  Christ 
"^^ras  appointing  Peter  Head  of  His  Church,  by  the  fact 
Itself  of  conferring  upon  him  the  very  powers  which 
oonstitute  his  Headship,  had  Dr.  Steams  been  pres- 
ent, he  would  no  doubt  have  said  with  reverent  free- 
dom:  You  are  not  choosing  the  right  way,,  the  way 
which  will  hereafter  be  adopted  by  the  founders  of 
the  United  States  Confederation.     You  should  be^JxL 
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by  first  establishing  the  Headship ;  and  then  make 
yourself,  or  rather  leave  to  us  the  election  of  thie 
Head. 

So  much  for  Dr.  Steam^s  objections  to  the  a 
priori  demonstration  of  the  supremacy  of  the  Popes. 

The  demonstration  a  posteriori  consists  in  the 
fact  that  this  supremacy  was  always  acknowledged 
and  practised  in  the  Church — a  most  decisive  argu- 
ment. If,  at  all  times  the  Popes  were  acknowledged 
to  possess  the  same  powers  of  Primacy  as  Peter,  if 
they  always  exercised  these  powers,  then  do  they  en- 
joy supremacy  in  the  Church.  But  the  fact  is  beyond 
aU  doubt.  Therefore,  the  Supremacy  of  the  Popes 
cannot  be  denied. 

The  major  proposition  is  out  of  question,  being  ad- 
mitted even  by  Protestants.  To  prove  the  minor, 
the  Archbishop  brings  forward  four^  classes  of  facts : 
the  appeals  of  all  the  other  Churches  to  that  of  Rome ; 
the  recognition  of  this  supremacy  by  the  Fathers ;  its 
vindication  by  Ecumenical  Councils  j  and,  finally,  the 
conversion  of  every  nation  from  paganism  to  Christi- 
anity, effected  either  by  missionaries  sent  by  the  See 
of  Rome,  or  by  Bishops  in  open  conmiunion  with  that 
See.  To  confirm  each  of  these  points,  the  Archbishop 
alleges  many  and  various  facts,  thus  proving  his  asser- 
tion firmly.  These  instances  Dr.  Stearns  opposes, 
either  by  absolutely  denying  them,  or  by  giving  such 
explanations  as  destroy  their  historical  value.     Here 
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he  is  cantious  not  to  follow  the  Archbishop's  enmner- 
ation  step  by  step  ;  but  singling  out  some  of  the  facts, 
examines  them,  and  satisfied  that  he  has  proved  them 
false,  concludes  with  this  epiphonema :  "  I  have  thus 
disposed  of  three  of  the  Archbishop's  instances.  I  / 
might  go  on  and  dispose  of  the  other  five,  but  there* 
is  no  need  of  it.  Fdlsus  in  tribus,  falsus  in  omni- 
hus^'  (p.  150).  Borrowing  his  epiphonema  to  turn 
it  against  himself,  we  might  bring  our  criticism  on 
this  chapter  to  a  close  with  the  following  argument : 
Falsus  in  trUmSj  falsus  in  omntbus.  But  in  the  pre- 
ceding chapters  we  have  shown  Dr.  Steams  to  be 
falsus  in  trihus;  therefore  he  is  falsus  in  omnibus, 
according  to  his  own  reckoning,  without  further  need 
of  historical  confutation.  Still  we  rather  prefer  laying 
bare  some  of  our  Doctor's  many  falsities,  the  more 
fully  to  impress  upon  our  readers'  minds  the  cogency 
of  the  arguments,  adduced  by  the  Archbishop  in 
proof  of  the  Supremacy  of  the  Popes. 

To  limit  his  field  of  investigation,  the  Archbishop 
confines  his  instances  to  the  Eastern  Church  alone^ 
whose  independence  from  the  Roman  See  is  more  at 
issue  with  Protestant  divines  than  that  of  the 
Western  Church,  which,  according  to  their  theory, 
became  subject  to  the  See  of  Rome,  not  on  account 
of  its  supremacy,  but  on  account  of  the  Patriarchate 
granted  to  Rome  by  Bishops  and  Emperors.  But  Dr. 
Steams  is  not  satisfied  with  this.  Besides  the  WeatAtG. 


193     THE  TRUB  FAITH  OF  OUR  FOBEFATHERS. 

and  Eastern  GhnrclieS;  he  calls  for  arguments  concern- 
ing the  African  Churches, ''  for  the  AMcan  Churches 
were  not  Oriental,  and  they  expressly  forbade  appeals 
to  Borne ''  (p.  1 45).  This  blunder  in  ecclesiastical  his- 
toiy,  that  among  the  Western  and  Eastern  Churches 
there  were  others,  viz :  the  AMcan  Churches,  not  sub- 
ject, according  to  our  Doctor,  either  to  one  of  the 
Eastern  Patriarchs  or  to  the  Western  Patriarch,  the 
Bishop  of  Bome,  we  let  pass  as  an  oversight.  Dr. 
Steams  is  not  obliged  to  know  these  details  of 
ecclesiastical  history,  but  only  the  great  outlines, 
and  that,  too,  only  insomuch  as  they  can  support  his 
Evangelical  opinions.  Thus  he  knows  the  22d 
Canon  of  the  MUevitan  Council,  from  which  he  con- 
cludes that  the  AMcan  Churches  ''  expressly  forbade 
appeals  to  Borne." 

Just  two  remarks  on  the  falsity  of  this  assertion. 
First,  the  Milevitan  Council  was  held  in  the  year  416. 
Were  appeals  made  from  the  AMcan  Churches  to 
Bome  before  this  time  ?  Yes,  and  many.  Thus  in  the 
year  205,  Montanus,  Florianus  and  several  others  con- 
demned in  their  respective  dioceses,  appealed  to  St 
Zephyrinus,  Pope.  In  251  Privatus,  condemned  by 
the  Council  of  Carthage,  appealed  to  Bome.  In  the 
following  year  Fortunatus  and  Felix,  condemned  by 
St.  Cyprian  himself,  set  out  for  Bome  to  appeal  to 
the  Boman  Pontiff.  Two  years  later,  Basilidcs  and 
Martialis,  deprived  of  their  Sees  by  a  provincial 
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Synod,  appealed  to  St.  Stephen,  who  annulled  the 
Synodal  sentence,  and  restored  them  to  their  Sees. 
Tme  it  is,  St.  Cyprian  declared  this  decision  invalid: 
bntwhy?  Because BasHides  "deceived  "  (fefeUit)  St. 
Stephen  5  because  liefraydul&ntly  obtained  the  resto- 
ration, as  St.  Cyprian  states^  but  not  because  St. 
Cyprian  did  not  recognize  in  the  Pope  the  right  of 
annulling  a  Synodal  decision,  nor  in  Basilides  the 
right  of  appeal  to  the  Pope.  How  could  St.  Cyprian 
deny  this  right,  having  himself  requested  Stephen  to 
depose  Marian,  Bishop  of  Aries,  and  to  appoint 
another  in  his  stead )  having  forwarded  to  the  Pope 
the  Acts  of  the  A&ican  Councils,  and  having,  in  the 
famous  case  of  the  "  lapsij"  appealed  to  the  Church 
of  Rome?  Many  other  cases  of  appeal  iroxa  the 
African  Churches  to  the  Popes  followed  those  already 
mentioned  3*  and  so  frequent  were  they,  that  they  be- 
came a  real  and  practical  source  of  disturbance  to 
the  African  Bishops  in  the  administration  of  their 
Churches.  Every  priest,  every  clerk,  with  com- 
plaints against  his  Bishop,  appealed  to  Rome.  To 
put  a  stop  to  this  abuse,  the  Bishops  enacted  the 
22d  Canon  of  the  Milevitan  Council,  which  pro- 
hibits minor  clerks  from  appealing  "  extra  mare/^  but 
not  the  Bishops  themselves,  as  is  shown  by  the  very 

*  For  those,  and  for  the  cases  stated  above,  see  Lupus, 
DeRanutnis  appellationibue  Tom.  1,  opp.,  where  all  the 
documents  for  each  case  will  be  found. 

17 
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words  of  the  Canon :  '^It  has  also  seemed  good  that  the 
priests  J  deacons j  and  the  other  if^erior  derhSj  in  the 
cases  they  may  have,  shaU  appeal  to  the  African  Coun- 
cil alone.^^  The  addition,  "  Sicut  de  Upiscqpis  saepe 
constitutum  est/'  ("as  it  has  often  been  decided 
as  to  Bishops/')  cannot  be  admitted  as  genmne, 
since  St.  Augustine,  present  at  this  Council,  in  his 
43d  Epist.,  refers  to  this  Canon,  and  expressly  says 
that  the  African  Bishops  may  appeal  beyond  the  sea^ 
but  clerks  are  all  forbidden.  The  decrees  of  the 
Council  being  sent  to  the  Pope  and  approved  of  by 
him,  it  became  the  lawful  privilege  of  the  A&ican 
Bishops  that  they  alone  could  appeal  to  Eome }  and 
they  did  so. 

To  return  to  the  Eastern  appeals.  The  first  case 
instanced  by  the  Archbishop  is  that  of  the  Corinthi- 
ans, who,  a  little  after  the  death  of  St.  Peter,  ad- 
dressed themselves  to  St.  Clement,  for  the  settlement 
of  their  division  and  strife.  This  Dr.  Steams  denies 
to  have  been  a  true  appeal,  because  of  the  absence  of 
courts,  sentences,  tone  of  authority  and  penalties.  But 
this  is  merely  quibbling  on  words.  The  ecclesiasti- 
cal "  appellatio''  (appeal)  is  employed  in  a  twofold  man- 
ner, in  a  strict  sense  and  in  a  wide  one.  Strictly  taken^ 
it  signifies  the  removal  of  a  cau^e  from  an  inferior  to  a 
superior  judge :  widely  taken,  it  means  the  referring 
to  a  higher  superior  for  the  decision  of  a  controverted 
question,  or  for  the  adjustment  of  a  difficulty.     In 


THE  SUFBEMACT  OF  THE  I»OPES.  195 

both  cases  the  fact  af  appealing  proves  the  su- 
premacy of  him,  to  whom  the  appeal  is  made,  and 
his  jmisdiction  over  the  immediate  judge  or  su- 
perior. 

At  any  rate,  this  distinction  is  needless  in  the  case  of 
the  Corinthians  ]  for  it  was  an  appeal  in  the  strict  sense 
of  the  term,  and  with  all  the  conditions  required  even 
hy  Doctor  Steams.  Eusebius  informs  us  (H.  E.  1.  3, 
c.  16)  that  there  existed  ^^gra/ve  dissension^'  among 
them  ]  and  this  dissension,  according  to  Hegesippus, 
developed  itself  into  open  "  sedition  ^  or  "  rebellion  ^ 
(araaig  means  both)j  whilst  Clement,  moreover, 
assures  us  that  this  sedition  went  so  far  as  to 
expel  the  priests  (1.  Epist.,  cap.  44).  Their  Church 
being  in  this  condition  the  Corinthians  had  recourse 
to  St.  Clement,  concerning  their  personal  differ- 
ences, as  is  manifest  £x>m  the  first  words  and 
entire  context  of  Clement's  letter.  Now,  why  do 
they  appeal  to  Clement,  though  nearer  to  them  there 
were  many  flourishing  Churches  in  Asia,  nay,  though 
8t.  John  the  Apostle  was  himself  at  Ephesus  ?  His 
fame  had  filled  the  Eastern  Christian  world,  and  his 
charity  and  meekness  might  well  have  prompted 
them  to  have  recourse  to  him  on  this  occasion.  "What 
then  made  them  have  recourse  to  Clement  less  re- 
nowned and  in  a  distant  land  ?  To  this  question  no 
other  answer  has  been  given,  no  other  can  be  satis- 
factorily given,  but  this :  that  the  Corinthiana  kxvsi^ 
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St.  Clement,  and  no  other,  to  be  -the  Head  of  the 
Churcli. 

In  answer  to  their  call  St.  Clement  tanght  them  the 
divine  truths,  the  knowledge  of  which  they  needed.  In 
the  very  first  sentence  of  his  Letter  he  styles  the  anth- 
ers of  this  schism  wicked  and  detestable j  and  in  the  3d 
chap,  he  continues :  "  Thus  have  the  vile  and  disre- 
putable risen  up  against  the  honorable  and  glorious, 
the  foolish  against  the  wise,  the  young  against  the 
old."  In  the  44th  chapter  he  pronounces  formal 
sentence  on  the  point  at  issue,  with  all  its  motives, 
deciding  that  "  they  whom  the  Apostles  appointed 
or  who  were  afterwards  appointed  by  other  eminent 
men,  with  the  consent  of  the  entire  Church ;  who 
have  tended  the  fold  of  Christ  blamelessly,  with  hu- 
mility, peace  and  devotedness  5  who  for  a  long  time 
have  deserved  distinguished  commendation  of  all; 
these,  in  our  judgment,  have  been  unjustly  driven 
from  their  office.''  And  he  concludes,  as  a  superior 
alone  can  do,  with  the  following  injunction :  "  Sub- 
mit then  (vTroray^re),  ye  who  have  laid  the  founda- 
tions of  this  sedition,  submit  yourselves  to  the  priests, 
and  receive  correction  unto  atonement.  Bowing  the 
knee  of  your  heart,  learn  to  be  subject ;  and  cast 
aside  all  proud  and  haughty  boasting  of  the  tongue." 

In  this  Letter,  then,  St.  Clement  reinstates  the 
ejected  priests  by  a  formal  sentence,  which  neces- 
sarily supposes  jurisdiction;  he  commands  the  authors 
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ct  the  sedition  to  be  subject  to  the  newly  restored 
priests  and  to  accept  of  the  penance  imposed^  which 
necessarily  supposes  authority ;  he  chides  the  guilty 
in  the  severest  language,  which  necessarily  supposes 
legal  power  of  censuring.  What  else  is  required  to 
prove  that  this  Letter  is  a  true  answer  to  a  formal 
appeal  1  Still  Dr.  Steams  has  the  audacity  to  as- 
sert that  'throughout  the  whole  Epistle  there  is  not 
one  solitary  command^  sub  distinguished  from  an  ex- 
hortation  I  distinctly    challenge   the  Arch- 

])ishop  to  point  out  a  single  instance  of  an  assertion 
or  implication  oi  jurisdictional  authority  in  it^  (p. 
148).  To  suppose  Dr.  Steams  to  have  penned  the 
bold  words  without  the  intention  of  imposing  on  the 
■good  faith  of  his  readers ;  we  must  suppose  that  he 
-either  never  read  the  Epistle  of  St.  Clement,  or  that 
he  did  not  understand  what  he  was  reading. 

The  Archbishop's  next  instance  of  appeal  is  to 
Pope  St.  Victor  I.,  regarding  the  proper  day  for  the 
^lebration  of  Easter.  Dr.  Stearns's  ignorance  on 
this  question  is  very  plain ;  whilst  in  his  exposition 
at  p.  148  and  again  at  p.  151,  his  misrepresention  of 
ihe  facts  is  simply  shamef uL  For  the  benefit  of  our 
readers  we  will  give  the  troe  account  of  this  fact,  as 
derived  from  the  best  documents. 

The  celebration  of  the  Pasch  is  of  divine  institu- 
tion and  was  common  among  all  Christians,  though 

ih^e  was  some  diversity  of  opinion  as  to  the  day. 
17* 
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The  Churclies  of  Asia  Minor  celebrated  it  on  the 
same  day  as  the  Jews,  namely,  on  the  fourteenth 
day  of  the  moon  after  the  vernal  equinox,  whatever 
day  of  the  week  it  might  be.  The  rest  of  the 
Churches  (Euseb.  H.  E.  1.  5.  c.  23)  celebrated  Easter 
al  ways  on  the  Sunday  subsequent  to  the  Jewish  Easter. 
Both  customs  were  of  apostolic  origin.  St.  Peter, 
however,  appointed  Sunday  to  show  that  the  Chris- 
tian Pasch  was  not  the  Jewish  commemoration  of 
the  Passover,  but  the  Christian  commemoration  of 
the  death  and  resurrection  of  Christ  our  Lord.  All 
the  Churches,  excepting  those  of  Asia  Minor 
comparatively  few  in  number,  followed  the  day 
appointed  by  St.  Peter.  In  Asia  Minor  the  exception 
was  made  by  St.  John,  the  Apostle,  in  favor  of  the 
many  converted  Jews  residing  in  that  part.  Accus- 
tomed from  childhood  to  celebrate  Easter  on  the  14th 
moon  of  Nisan,  and  being  much  attached  to  this 
usage,  St.  John  allowed  it  to  continue,  changing, 
however,  the  meaning  and  manner  of  the  celebration. 
The  permission  was  temporary,  the  motive  itself  being 
but  temporary. 

The  Roman  Pontiffs  were  desirous  from  the  be- 

Anning  of  establishing  uniformity  of  discipline  on 

^is  p^nnt  in  all  the  Churches ;  but  as  long  as  there 

^^mi  no  question  of  faith  or  morals,  they  directed 

^jMr  influence  only,   and  not  their    authority,    to 

A  change   in  the   Churches  of  Asia  Minor. 
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"When  St.  Polycajp  went  to  Rome  to  consult 
Pope  Anicetus  on  various  matters,  Anicetus  en- 
deavored to  persuade  him  to  follow  the  old  Roman 
custom,  but  without  success.  The  Pope,  unwilling 
to  avail  himself  of  his  authority,  allowed  Polycarp 
to  continue  the  custom  of  his  Church  without 
further  interference  (Iren.  Epist.  ad  Vict.  Migne, 
P.  G.v.  VII.,  p.  127).  Still  he  publicly  proclaimed 
the  old  Roman  custom  in  a  Council  of  ten  Bishops, 
held  in  Rome,  Polycarp  being  present.  Soter,  the 
successor  of  Anicetus,  took  the  first  authoritative 
step  towards  the  desired  imiformity,  ordering  all  Asi- 
atic Christians  living  out  of  their  Churches,  to  celebrate 
the  Pasch  on  the  Sunday,  on  which  the  Romans 
solemnized  it.  A  few  years  later  under  Victor  I., 
the  Montanists  in  Rome,  together  with  a  Roman 
priest,  Blastus,  began  to  spread  the  error,  that  by 
divine  institution  the  Pasch  should  be  celebrated  on 
the  14th  day  of  the  moon  of  Nisan,  attacking  the 
custom  of  so  many  other  Churches  as  contrary  to  the 
divine  precept  (Tertull,  De  Praescription.  cap.  53). 
From  this  moment  the  aspect  of  the  question  was 
changed ;  it  was  no  longer  a  mere  matter  of  disci- 
pline, but  of  faith.  For  "who  can  ignore  that 
the  grace  of  the  Gospel  is  in  vain,  if  Christianity 
is  to  be  subject  to  the  Mosaic  yoke "  ?  (ib.) 
Alarmed  at  this  new  error,  Victor  assembled  a 
Council  in  Rome  to  consult  the  Bishops  of  Italy, 
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and  ordered  other  Councils  to  assemble  for  the  same 
purpose  in  Palestine^  PontuS;  Lyons,  Corintli  and 
Osdroena  (Euseb.,  H.  E.,  1.  5.  c.  23  ]  S.  Hier.  Chroni- 
con).  In  tlie  time  of  Eusebins  their  answers  were  yet 
extant;  and  Yen.  Bede  quotes  some  of  them  (De 
Aequin.  Yem.)  All  agree  that  Easter  day  should  be 
celebrated  on  the  Sunday  appointed  by  St.  Peter.  But 
the  Bishops  of  Palestine,  St.  Theophilus,  St.  Narcis- 
sus, Bassius,  Claras  and  others,  in  their  synodical  let- 
ter, intimated  that  the  Bishops  of  Asia  Minor  dung 
to  their  custom,  under  erroneous  prejudices  as  to  faith.; 
and  for  that  reason  besought  the  Pope  to  send  their 
own  letter  to  all  the  Bishops  (Euseb.,  1.  c.)  Upon 
this,  Yictor  wrote  to  Polycrates,  Bishop  of  Ephesus, 
ordering  him  to  assemble  a  Council  of  Asiatic  Bishops 
to  induce  them  to  lay  aside  th^  custom,  at  the 
same  time  threatening  with  excommunication  those 
who  should  not  comply  with  his  request.  We  say 
he  threatened^  without  actually  excommunicating 
them;  for  Eusebius  expressly  says  (H.  E.,  1.  5, 
c.  24) :  "  Thereupon,  Yictor,  Bishop  of  the  City  of 
Rome,  strives  to  cut  oft  from  communion  {dnoTefiveiv 
neipdrai)  all  the  Churches  of  Asia  and  of  the  neigh- 
boring provinces,  as  maintaining  doctrines  contrary 
to  sound  faithJ^  This,  Firmilianus,  who  lived  a 
century  before  Eusebius,  explicitly  testifies  in  his 
letter  to  St.  Cyprian  (Ed.  Migne,  P.  L.  vol.  3).  He 
says :  "  On  this  account  they  were  not  cut  off  from 
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tlie  peace  of  the  Catholic  Church.''  Many  Bishops 
wrote  to  the  Pope  rather  bitterly  concerning  this 
menace  of  excommunication.  St.  Irenaeus  greatly 
contributed  to  avert  Victor's  just  apprehensions,  and 
to  calm  his  alarm  by  his  letters,  in  which,  says  Euse- 
bius  (loc.  cit.),  he  ^^  becomingly  admonishes  Victor  not 
to  cut  off  from  communion  entire  Churches,  who  pre- 
serve a  custom  handed  down  to  them  from  their 
ancestors.''  The  authority  of  Irenaeus  and  the  assur- 
ance which  he  gave  to  the  Pope,  that  the  Asiatic 
Churches  kept  to  their  custom  not  from  any  error  in 
faith,  but  from  fondness  of  the  ancient  practice,  was 
sufficient  to  dissuade  Victor.  Wherefore,  Eusebius 
styles  IrensBus  the  "  Peace-maker " :  another  proof 
that  the  excommunication  was  not  actually  put  in 
force,  but  merely  threatened. 

Now,  what  was  the  conduct  of  Polycrates  and  his 
Bishops  after  this  intimation  of  Pope  Victor  ?  He 
obeyed  and  assembled  the  Council,  almost  all  the 
Bishops  of  which  opposed  Apostolic  tradition  to  the 
Pope's  command,  and  decided  to  retain  their  custom. 
Polycrates  wrote  to  the  Pope  in  the  name  of  the 
Council,  explaining  its  motives  for  retaining  the  old 
custom,  notwithstanding  his  order  to  the  contrary.  Er- 
roneously believing  their  custom  to  be  of  divine  pre- 
cept, neither  their  disobedience  nor  the  resolute  tone 
of  their  letter,  in  which  Polycrates  says  "  we  ought 
to  obey  God  rather  than  men,"  is  to  be  wondered  at. 
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For  the  sake  of  peace,  the  Pope  tolerated  their  dis- 
ohedience,  but  refased  them  the  usual  marks  of  friend- 
ship,  omitting  to  send  them  his  "  pacificas  litteras," 
as  Epiphanius  testifies.  The  Churches  of  the  world 
looked  upon  them  as  off  the  true  path,  up  to  the  time 
of  the  Kicene  Couucil,  summoned,  as  Athanasius  tells 
us  (De  Synodis.  no.  5),  besides  other  reasons,  in  order 
to  induce  the  Asiatic  bishops  to  celebrate  Easter,  ac- 
cording to  the  custom  in  the  Koman  Church :  "  The 
Nicene  Synod  was  not  rashly  assembled,  but  firom 
urgent  necessity  and  lawful  reason  j  for  the  peoples 
of  Syria,  Cilicia,  and  Mesopotamia  were  unsettled  as 
to  the  celebration  of  tJie  FeastJ'  At  Nice  they 
obeyed,  and  thus,  according  to  the  former  orders  of 
Popes  Victor,  Soter,  and  Anicetus  the  question  was 
finally  settled.  This  is  the  true  history  of  this  ques- 
tion, taken  from  the  most  ancient  and  trustworthy 
documents.  From  this  account  we  can  see  how 
many  false  statements  and  misrepresentations  Dr. 
Steams  is  guilty  of.     Here  are  a  few. 

1st,  "  It  was  a  piece  of  impudence  on  Victor's  part," 
to  direct  the  Eastern  Churches,  to  conform  to  the 
practice  of  the  West  (p.  148).  After  the  uniform 
advice  of  six  Councils,  after  the  connection  of  the 
Asiatic  custom  with  the  Montanistio  and  Quartodeci- 
man  error;  after  the  trials  and  examples  of  Anicetus 
and  Soter;  after  the  exhortations  of  such  Bishops  as 
St.  Thoophilus,  St.  Narcissus,  Bassius,  Clarus,  and 
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otihers,  this  piece  of  impiidence  will  appear  to  the  un- 
prejudiced reader  rather  a  piece  of  modesty  and  for- 
bearance. 

2d.  "  This  piece  of  impudence  met  "with  the  recep- 
tion from  the  East^  which  it  so  richly  deserved  "  (p. 
148).  Now  the  Asiatic  Bishops  recognized  Victor's 
right,  since;  at  his  request,  they  summoned  and  held 
the  CounciL  "  We  have  held  the  Council  as  you  re- 
quested us/'  says  Polycrates  to  the  Pope.  If  they 
refased  to  change  the  day  appointed  for  the  celebra- 
tion of  Easter,  they  did  not  allege  the  ualawfnl  inter- 
ference of  the  Pope  as  the  reason  of  their  denial;  but 
they  did  so,  believing  their  custom  to  be  of  precept 
divine }  hence  their  reply :  "  we  ought  to  obey  God 
rather  than  men." 

3d.  Dr.  Steams  adds :  "  In  the  West  even  Iren- 
flBus  severely  censured  Victor  by  letter,  says  Socrates 
(H.  EccL  1.  V.  0.  22)."  No,  Sir!  Waving  the  question, 
whether  the  words  of  Socrates  yevvalcjg  KaredpcLfxev 
are  rightly  translated  hj  severely  censured ;  we  op- 
pose to  the  Dr.  Stearns's  statement  the  authority  of 
Eusebius,  who  wrote  about  the  same  subject,  more 
than  a  century  before  Socrates,  and  from  whom  So- 
crates borrowed  the  facts.  Eusebius  does  not  say 
that  Irenaeus  "severely  censured"  Victor j  but  that  he 
becomingly  {npoorjKovrojg)  admonished  him.  More- 
over in  the  portion  of  the  letter  of  Irenseus  still  ex- 
tant, not  a  word  is  to  be  found  that  is  not  becoming 
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in  an  inferior  addressing  his  superior.  So  fax  is  it 
from  any  bitterness !  This  hittemess;  Rev.  Dr. 
Steams,  is  all  your  own. 

4th.  Dr.  Steams  says :  "  Victor  excommunicated 
Polycrates  and  those  who  held  with  him''  (p.  148). 
False  again,  sir  !  He  threatened,  but  did  not  launch 
his  excommunication.  Firmilianus,  the  famous  Metro- 
politan of  Caesarea,  writing  to  St.  Cyprian  against 
Pope  St.  Stephen,  attests  that  the  peace  wets  not 
broken  by  Victor.  Being  almost  coeval  with  the 
fiacts,  he  is  for  that  reason  a  more  trastworthy  vdtness 
than  any  of  the  later  historians.  Among  these,  £a- 
sebius,  who  is  the  most  ancient,  gives  the  same  testi- 
mony ;  Epiphanius  speaks  only  of  the  peace-letters 
refused,  and  says  nothing  of  excommunication  from 
Victor.  True  it  is,  there  are  historians  who  speak  of 
it,  but  they  are  all  of  a  later  date  ]  and  this  testimony, 
therefore,  cannot  outweigh  the  contrary  assertion  of 
those  that  preceded,  who  were  contemporary,  or  nearly 
contemporary  with  the  facts. 

5ih.  Dr.  Steams  goes  on  (p.  149):  "St.  Victor 
Has  anything  but  victorious  in  the  matter  of  his 
dijni  to  entertain  and  decide  cases  on  appeaL" 
Viotorious  he  was,  first,  because  the  Eastern  and 
ITwtem  Churches  both  equally  obeyed  his  order 
^  aunmon  Councils,  thus  accepting  his  jurisdic- 
Seoondly,  because  the  Asiatic  Bishops, 
disobeying  the  command  as  to  the  cele- 
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brating  of  Easter  always  on  Sunday,  did  not  deny 
or  oppose  his  claim  of  deciding  cases  on  appeal. 
Tliirdly,  because  the  claim  of  the  Popes  to  the  right 
of  deciding  cases  on  appeal,  any  more  than  that  of  any 
other  Supreme  Court  of  Appeal,  does  not  exclude  dis- 
obedience and  revolt  on  the  part  of  one  or  more 
Churches,  of  one  or  more  individuals,  after  judgment 
has  been  pronounced. 

6th.  "  The  Church  of  Victor's  days  recognized  no 
Buch  claim,"  adds  Dr.  Steams.  Again  false.  Many 
cases  of  appeal,  in  the  second  and  third  cen- 
tury, from  Bishops  to  Popes  are  recorded,  as  Dr. 
Steams  may  learn  in  Ch.  Wolfs  work,  "  De  Eomanis 
AppeUationibus."  As  k  specimen,  we  shall  give  one, 
alluded  to  by  St.  Epiphanius  and  Tertullian. 

In  the  year  142  Marcion  was  excommunicated  by 
his  own  father.  Bishop  of  Pontus.  "Marcion,''  says 
St.  Epiphanius,  "long  and  earnestly  supplicated  his 
father,  beseeching  him  to  impose  penance  upon  him; 
but  this  he  could  not  obtain  by  any  prayers  .... 
When  then  he  perceived  that  his  father  could  by  no 
means  be  biought  to  grant  what  he  desired,  and  being 
unable  to  bear  the  scorn  and  mockery  of  his  country- 
men, he  secretly  withdrew  from  the  city  and  betook 
himself  to  Home  after  the  death  of  Hyginus,  who 
after  the  Apostles,  Peter  and  Paul,  was  the  ninth  in 
order  to  preside  over  the  Church.    Immediately  after 

his  arrival  in  Rome,  Marcion  went  to  the  Priests  [the 
18 
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See  of  Eome  being  tlien  vacant]  wlio  had  been 
taught  by  the  disciples  of  the  Apostles,  and  were 
yet  living;  implonng  admission  into  communion; 
but  in  vain."  (S.  Epiph,  adv,  Haereses,  42.)  Is 
not  this  a  clear  case  of  appeal  from  the  sentence  of  i^ 
Bishop  to  the  See  of  Eome  ?  And  it  happened  half 
a  century  before  the  days  of  Victor !  So  much  for 
Dr.  Steams'  denials  about  appeals  to  Popes. 

In  order  to  avoid  wearying  our  readers,  we  shall 
jfist  hurriedly  touch  upon  a  few  other  false  statement? 
of  Dr.  Steams. 

I 

The  Doctor  asserts  that  the  right  of  entertaining 
and  deciding  appeals  was  for  the  fb-st  time  granted 
by  the  Council  of  Sardica  to  Julius  I.  (p.  150). 

We  have  seen  that  before  the  year  347  many  ap- 
peals occurred  both  in  the  Eastern  and  Westem 
Churches  to  the  Popes.  The  right,  then,  to  entertaii^ 
such  appeals  did  not  surely  come  from  Sardica.  So 
true  was  it  that  this  right  was  natural  to  the  See  of 
Eome,  that  the  same  Council  of  Sardica  calls  the 
Eusebians  slanderers  or  calumniators  {S,vKO(pdvTa^) 
for  having  refused  to  accept  the  judgment  of  Pop^ 
Julius  in  the  case  of  Athanasius'  appeal,  under  the 
pretext  that  the  Popes  had  no  jurisdiction  over  syn- 
odical  decrees.  To  confirm  such  jurisdiction  against 
the  Eusebians,  the  Council  formed  the  canon  which 
Dr.  Steams  has  so  awkwardly  quoted. 

The  Archbishop  says : "  Dionysius,  Bishop  of  Eom^ 
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^bout  the  middle  of  the  third  century,  having 
heard  that  the  Patriarch  of  Alexandria  erred  on 
some  points  of  faith,  demands  an  explanation  of  the 
Suspected  Prelate,  who,  in  obedience  to  his  superior, 
promptly  vindicates  his  own  orthodoxy''  (p.  135). 
"Hold!"  says  Dr.  Steams,  "change  'demands'  into 
'requests,'  and  'obedience  to  his  superior'  into  'com- 
pliance with  the  request  of  his  brother  Bishop,'  and 
leave  out  the  word  '  promptly,'  since  the  vindica- 
tion was  a  treatise  which  he  composed  in  four  books; 
and  the  Archbishop's  paragraph  will  express,  what, 
as  it  stands,  it  does  not  express,  namely,  the  troth" 
(p.  149). 

When  Dr.  Steams  was  thus  sowing  his  corrections 
broadcast,  he  perhaps  little  dreamt  that  he  was  at 
the  same  time  under  the  influence  of  a  heated  imagin- 
ation, correcting  the  most  authentic  account  of  this 
fact,  handed  down  to  us  by  St.  Athanasius  himself, 
the  successor  of  the  suspected  Patriarch.  Let  our 
readers  be  judges  of  our  assertion.  We  quote  from 
the  epistle  JDe  Senientia  Bionysii,  n.  13:  "When  . 
Bionysius,  Bishop,  moved  by  his  zeal  for  religion, 
had,  as  I  have  already  said,  written  a  letter  to  Am- 
monins  and  Euphranor  against  the  heresy  of  Sa- 
bellius,  certain  Bishops,  men  indeed  of  sound  doc- 
trine, but  who  had  not  inquired  the  reason  why 
Dionysius  had  written  in  that  manner,  betook  them- 
^Ives  to  Bome,  and  there  accused  him  before  Diony- 
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sius,  Bishop  of  Rome.  He,  having  heard  them,  wrote 
at  the  same  time  against  the  followers  of  Sabellins  and 
against  those  who  were  of  their  opinion  ....  he 
also  wrote  to  DionysiuS;  to  inform  him  of  the  accnsa- 
tions  brought  against  him.  Now  he  at  oncCy  (evdv^) 
to  clear  himself  published  the  books  which  he  entitled 
EUnchus  and  Apologia  J^  In  these  few  words  we  have 
Bishops  the  accusers  of  a  Bishop  before  a  Superior 
of  Bishops,  accusations  never  being  brought  to  the 
Brothers;  we  have  the  communication  of  the 
charges  made  known  by  this  Superior  to  the  accused 
Bishop,  followed  by  an  earnest  request  to  clear  him- 
self of  the  accusation  j  therefore  we  have  not  a  simple 
request,  but  a  true  demand ;  not  a  simple  compliancCj 
but  true  obedience.  Finally  we  have  the  same  adverb 
Bvdv^  employed  by  St.  Athanasius,  and  translated 
mio  promptly  by  the  Archbishop.  Does  it  not  seem 
strange  to  see  a  Dr.  Steams,  correcting  the  great  St. 
Athanasius  ? 

So  copious  and  so  evident  is  the  testimony  of 
the  Fathers  concerning  the  supremacy  of  the  Holy 
See,  that  the  Archbishop  truly  says,  "  they  with  one 
voice  pay  homage  to  the  Bishops  of  Rome  as  their 
Superior."  Dr.  Steams,  aware  that  this  was  too 
burning  a  field  to  tread  upon,  nimbly  strides  away, 
contenting  himself,  as  he  says,  with  having  shown 
the  falsity  of  this  "one  voice''  (p.  151).  Quoting 
three  Fathers,  and  considering  his  quotations  unim- 


THE  SUPEEMACT  OP  THE  POPES.      ^09 

peachable,  he  triumphantly  concludes  that :  "  '  the 
6ne  voice'  has  teen  shattered  into  hopeless  firag- 
liients  "  (p.  153).  No,  Dr.  Steams,  the  "  one  voice" 
would  not  be  shattered  into  hopeless  fragments)  even 
were  it  trae  that  three  of  all  the  Fathers  were  con- 
trary to  the  supremacy  of  the  Popes.  But  these  three 
quoted  by  Dr.  Steams,  speak  with  the  same  "  one 
voice,"  like  all  the  others. 

St.  Polycarp  is  one  of  the  three.  The  very  pas- 
sage quoted  by  Dr.  Steams  from  Eusebius  proves  how 
&r  he  was  from  being  among  the  dissentient  voices. 
Eusebius  says  he  went  to  Rome  in  the  time  of  Ani- 
cetus.  Why  did  he  go  to  Rome  t  St.  Jerome  an- 
swers (de  Viris  lUust.  c.  17) :  "  On  account  of  certain 
ecclesiastical  questions,  especially  that  of  the  celebra- 
tion of  the  Pasch.^'  Now,  let  t)r.  Steams  mark  it  welL 
8t  Polycarp  was  a  disciple  of  St.  John,  very  likely 
consecrated  Bishop  of  Smyma  by  him,  And  was,  as  all 
antiquity  attests,  a  leamed  and  eloquent  man,  which 
is  proved  by  his  letter  to  the  Philippians.  St.  Ani- 
cetus  was  neither  a  disciple  of  the  Apostle,  nor  was 
he  consecrated  Bishop  by  an  Apostle,  nor  did  he  enjoy 
a  superior  reputation  for  doctrine  or  eloquence.  He 
could  not  then  be  consulted  as  a  private  Bishop ;  but 
as  the  Head  of  the  Church  and  official  interpreter  of 
revelation  and  tradition.  Eusebius,  moreover,  remarks 
that,  "  in  the  Church  Anicetus  yielded  to  Polycarp 

oat   of  respect,  the  o£&ce  of  consecrating.''     Dr. 
18* 
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Steams,  after  the  words  "out  of  rQ3pect''  puts  be- 
tween two  commas  "  no  doubt/'  words  not  in  the 
text:  a  little  industry,  no  donbty  to  give  his  idea 
greater  emphasis,  but  very  unbecoming  in  a  translator, 
and  still  more  unbecoming  in  one  who  complains  so 
often  and  so  loudly  of  such  inaccuracies.  Any  how, 
why  was  it  out  of  respect  ?  If  they  were  on  a  footing 
of  perfect  equality  as  Bishops ;  age,  holiness,  doc- 
trine, apostolicity  gave  Polycarp  the  most  evident 
precedence.  Moreover,  the  custom  already  existed 
in  the  Church,  and  was  afterwards  decreed  in  the 
Council  of  Aries  as  a  general  law  (ch.  30),  that  the 
honor  of  consecrating  should  always  be  given  to  for- 
eign Bishops,  if  any  of  them  was  in  the  city.  Why, 
then,  was  this  circumstance  brought  out  in  so  bold 
relief  by  St.  Irenaeus,  whose  words  Eusebius  quotes! 
— ^Because  Anicetus  was  no  ordinary  Bishop,  but  the 
Vicar  of  Jesus  Christ  upon  earth ;  and  it  was  there- 
fore a  new  and  extraordinary  honor  shown  to  Polycarp. 
— ^We  have  just  before  shown  why  it  was  that  Poly- 
carp disagreed  with  St.  Anicetus,  concerning  the  time 
for  keeping  Easter.  How,  then,  can  Dr.  Steams 
affirm  that  "  the  two  Bishops  met  on  a  footing  of 'per- 
fect equality  !" 

The  next  Father  whom  Dr.  Steams  opposes,  is  St. 
Cyprian.  The  courage  of  Dr.  Steams  is  traly  surpris- 
ing. St.  Cyprian,  the  most  valiant  defender  of  the  Su- 
premacy of  the  Church  of  Rome,  cited  as  a  witness 
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against  tliat  Suprenutcy ! !  Why,  then,  does  he  call 
the  Church  of  Rome  the  first,  the  principal  Church; 
the  Bishop  of  Rome  the  first  Bishop,  the  Head  of  the 
principal  Church;  the  chair  of  Rome,  the  Throne, 
the  Chair,  the  See  qf  Peter  ;  the  source  and  centre  of 
ecclesiastical  unity,  the  root  and  womb  of  the  Catholic 
Church  f  He  teaches  in  a  special  book  (de  Unitate 
EccL),  and  proves  at  length  that  the  Supremacy  of 
the  Popes  belongs  to  the  nature  of  the  Church,  and  is 
essential  to  her  exalted  aim.  "The  Church,"  he 
says,  "  is  built  upon  Peter /or  the  sake  qfumity  f  and 
elsewhere,  "  from  the  Chair  qf  Peter  sacerdotal  unity 
takes  its  rise,"  And  the  practice  of  St.  Cyprian 
was  of  a  piece  with  his  doctrine.  He  earnestly  re- 
quested Stephen,  Bishop  of  Rome,  to  depose  Marian, 
Bishop  of  Aries ;  he  sent  to  Stephen  to  be  confirmed 
by  his  authority  the  Acts  of  the  African  Councils ;  in 
the  great  question  of  the  Lapsi  he  appealed  to  Rome. 
And  such  a  champion  of  the  supremacy  of  the 
Bishops  of  Rome  is  opposed  by  Dr.  Steams  as  "  a 
break  in  the  one  voice  of  the  whole  body  of  the 
Fathers"!! 

All  very  well,  says  Dr.  Steams,  but  "  what  says 
St.  Cyprian  with  his  fellow  Bishops  of  the  Council 
of  Carthage  m  opposition  to  the  claim  of  Pope 
St.  Stephen  V^  (p.  152.)  There  he  does,  we  admit, 
speak  harshly,  and  criticises  the  course  of  Pope  St^ 
Stephen  intemperately;  but  St.  Cyprian  with  his  fel- 
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low  Bishops  never  questioned  tlie  supreme  authority 
of  the  Pope :  and  moreover,  what  authority  can  those 
words  have  if  St.  Cyprian  through  repentance  after- 
wards retracted  them,  as  St.  Augustine  believes  t 
(Epist.  93  al.  48  ad.  Vincent,  c.  10). 

The  third  break  in  the  "  one  voice  "  of  the  Fathers, 
according  to  Dr.  Steams,  is  no  other  than  St.  Jerome 
himself,  one  of  the  greatest  defenders  of  Koman  Su- 
premacy. Dr.  Steams  quotes  a  passage  of  a,  Letter  to 
Evangelus,  where  there  is  question  of  the  sacerdotal 
order  in  relation  to  deaconship.  Throughout  the  let- 
ter the  dignity  of  Orders  and  not  of  Jurisdiction  is 
in  question.  The  very  passage  he  quotes  has  no 
connection  whatever  with  Supremacy,  neither  for, 
nor  against  it.  But  Dr.  Steams  needed  a  passage 
from  some  Father  or  other  to  produce  a  break  in 
the  "one  voice.''  He  found  it  and  saw  that  he 
could  work  in  it  to  his  advantage ;  changing  two 
words  in  his  translation  he  presented  it  to  his  un- 
suspecting readers.  St.  Jerome  says :  "  Wherever 
there  is  a  Bishop,  whether  at  Rome  or  Eugubium, 
he  is  of  the  same  merit  and  of  the  same  Priesthood" 
(Ejusdem  meriti  et  sacerdotii).  Meaning,  as  the  con- 
text requires  it :  that  every  Bishop  has  everywhere  the 
same  identical  power  of  orders.  Dr.  Steams  changes 
merit  into  excellency  and  Priesthood  into  Episcopate, 
thus  leading  his  readers  to  infer  from  these  two  words 
that  St.  Jerome  did  not  recognize  any  excellency  or 
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any  Episcopal  power  in  the  See  of  Borne  above  all 
other  Sees.  This  very  Epistle  of  St.  Jerome  opens 
thus :  "  "We  read  in  Isaias  '  The  fool  will  speak  fool- 
ish things  f  "  wais  it  a  prophecy  about  some  future  in- 
terpreter of  his  Epistle  f 

There  are  two  other  classes  of  facts  to  be  put  to 
the  test :  the  practice  of  the  Councils  and  the  conver- 
sion of  pagan  nations  to  the  Christian  faith.  It  is 
impossible  for  us  to  foUow  Dr.  Steams  in  every  step; 
his  steps  are  all  false  steps,  and  to  dwell  upon  his 
aberrations  would  require  greater  space  than  the 
limits  of  tliis  small  volume  will  allow.  On  the  other 
hand  we  have  abundantly  proved,  in  this  as  well  as 
in  the  preceding  chapter,  and  we  shall  continue  our 
proofs  in  the  following,  that  no  faith  whatever  can  be 
placed  in  any  of  his  assertions,  being  very  deficient 
m  historical  knowledge  and  criticism,  and  accustomed 
blmdly  to  gather  together  second-hand  references 
from  the  bitterest  enemies  of  the  Eoman  Church.  We 
can  then  lawfully  avail  ourselves  of  his  aphorism 
Jdlsus  in  iribus—^alsus  in  omnibus.  On  this 
ground  we  simply  deny  what  he  so  boldly  affirms 
in  the  remaining  pages  of  this  chapter.  More- 
over his    discussion   needs  no  special  refutations. 

The  Archbishop  had  said  (p.  139)  that  before 
I>ecx)ming  a  law  the  acts  of  the  Councils  required  the 
Pope's  signature.''  Dr.  Steams  (p.  157)  says  that 
th.ere  is  not  the  slightest  foundation  for  this  assertion, 
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and  he  adds  "I  challenge  the  Archbishop  to  bimg 
forward  a  shadow  of  proof  for  it." 

We  take  np  the  challenge.  The  proofis  are,-^l. 
Socrates's  "Ecclesiastical  History''  (1.  2,  c.  8). 
"Ecclesiastical  law  (regida)  forbids  that  anything  be 
decreed  without  the  consent  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome.'' 
And  in  the  18th  chapter  of  the  same  book,  the  same 
historian  quotes  the  words  of  Julius  I.  (A.D.  337) 
expressing  the  same  doctrine. — 2.  Sozomen  (1.  3,  c 
10)  says  "There  is  a  Pontifical  law  that  whatever 
has  been  transacted  without  the  concurrence  {praeter 
senientiam)  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  is  considered  null 
and  void." — 3.  Gelasius,  in  his^  13th  Letter,  speaking 
of  the  acts  of  Councils  says  (n.  5),  "What  the  Chief 
See  [Roman]  had  not  approved  could  not  obtain  the 
force  of  law  (constare  non  potuit),^  And  again,  in 
the  next  paragraph  following,  he  says,  that  Council 
is  to  be  deemed  of  no  authority  "which  th^ 
Apostolic  See  did  not  approve.''  See  also  th^ 
^^Hjjiisdum  epistolae  forma  hrevioTj^^  apud  Migne 
V.  59,  p.  79.-4.  The  "Synodal  Letter"  sent 
by  the  Fathers  of  the  Second  Council  of  Rome 
(A.  D,  484)  to  the  Clergy  and  Archimandrites 
of  Constantinople  and  Bithynia  in  reference  to  the 
First  Ecumenical  Council  (Labbe,  Coll.  Cone.  t.  IV. 
p.  1126)— 5.  The  Letter  of  the  Emperor  Marcian  to 
Pope  Leo,  concerning  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Coun- 
dl  (Migne  P.  L.  V.  54,  p.  1048),  etc.,    etc.— The 
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doctrine  laid  down  by  the  Arcbbisbop  was  so  well 
known  and  so  nniversally  received  m  tbe  Cburcb 
tbat  Batramnus,  seven  centuries  before  tbe  so-called 
Refonnation,  in  bis  4tb  Book  against  tbe  objections 
of  tbe  Greeks  (0.  VIII.),  could  assume  it  as  a  prin- 
ciple. Tbese  are  bis  words :  "  Wbat  CouncDs  so- 
ever were  confirmed  by  tbe  approval  of  tbe  Roman 
Pontiff,  remained  good  in  law;  tbose  be  condemned 
were  of  no  value,  nor  could  tbey  bave  any  autbority." 
Hav^  we  not  said  enougb  to  sbow  tbat  Dr.  Stearns's 
"  cbaUenges ''  prove  notbing  but — vacuity  ? 

Wbat  be  opposes  to  tbe  testimony  of  tbe  Councils 
will  be  answered  in  tbe  following  cbapter.  As  to 
wbat  be  says  to  tbe  argument  taken  from  tbe  con- 
version of  Pagans,  it  bas  notbing  wbatever  to  do 
witb  tbe  point  at  issue.  Tbe  Arcbbisbop  says: 
"Every  nation  bitberto  converted  from  paganism 
to  Cbristianity,  since  tbe  days  of  tbe  Apostles, 
has  received  tbe  ligbt  of  faitb  from  Missionaries,  wbo 
were  eitber  especially  commissioned  by  tbe  See  of 
Rome,  OR  sent  by  bishops  in  open  communion 
With  that  See''  (p.  139).  To  deny  tbis  argument 
two  ways  only  are  possible :  eitber  admitting  tbe  fact 
fco  deny  tbe  inference ;  or  admitting  tbe  inference  to 
deny  tbe  fact  by  proving  its  falsity.  Dr.  Steams 
Heitber  denies  tbe  inference  nor  tbe  fsict,  but  cbanges 
the  question.  He  makes  many  etbnological  and 
historical  remarks,  more  or  less  inexact,  and  entirely 
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outside  the  two  points  he  should  have  insisted  upon; 
tries  to  prove,  that  when  some  of  the  Missionaries 
named  by  the  Archbishop  went  to  such  a  country  to 
preach  the  Gospel,  Christians  already  existed  in  that 
coimtry.     But  this  is  not  the  question;  the  question 
is :  Were  these  Christians  converted  by  Missionaries 
sent  by  the  Pope,  or  by  Bishops  in  communion 
with  the  Popes  t    Even  granting,  therefore,  what- 
ever  Dr.   Steams  asserts  to  be  historically  true, 
which  we  do  not  examine  at  present,  the  Aroh- 
bishop's  argument  is  unshaken,  and  all  Dr.  Stearns's 
inquiries  about  it  entirely  out  of  place. 


\ 
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CHAPTER  XI. 

rNPALLIBILlTT  OP  THE  POPE. 

At  the  end  of  this  chapter  Dr.  Steams  says,  with 
a  smile  on  his  lips :  ''  When  I  began  this  chapter  I 
bought  and  s&id  that  it  need  not  detain  us  long  3  but 
when  I  found  the  Archbishop  presenting  weapon 
after  weapon,  with  the  handle  towards  me,  the  temp- 
tation was  irresistible  to  clutch  the  handle  and  give 
him  the  point''  (p.  179).  It  would  have  been  much 
better  for  him  had  he  resisted  the  temptation;  for 
instead  of  clutching  the  handle,  he  fell  unconsciously 
on  the  point/  and  was  even  transfixed  by  every 
weapon.    We  shall  see  it  to  evidence  in  this  chapter. 

The  Archbishop  begins  his  chapter  by  stating 

what  infallibility  does  not  mean.     He  includes  four 

misrepresentations  of  this  dogma,  which  either  out 

of  ignorance  or    through  the  cunning   malice    of 

certain  writers,  ate  too  often  offered  to  non-Catholic 

readers.    He  establishes,  by  the  most  authoritative 

documents,  that  an  infallible  Pope  does  not  mean, 

1.     One  gifted  with  insfHration,   or    commissioned 

to   reveal  new  dogmas;  2.  Nor  one  exempt  from 

the  possibility  of  committing  sin;  3.  Nor  one  that 

ocm  never  err  in  his  private  conversations,  opinions  or 
19 
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teachings ;  4.  Nor,  finally,  one  incapable  of  making 
mistakes  in  anything,  which  does  not  fall  under  the 
head  of  faith  or  morals,  as  in  science,  politics,  gov- 
ernment and  so  on.  Of  all  this  explanation  Dr. 
Steams  says  (p.  167) :  "  There  is  but  one  sentence 
in  the  fu^t  three  pages  that  calls  for  criticism: 
*  The  avowed  enemies  of  the  Church  charge  only 
five  or  six  Popes  with  inunorality.'"  This  is  the  first 
weapon  which  he  imagined  he  caught  by  the  handle. 
But  his  awkwardness  in  brandishing  it  clearly  indi- 
cates that  his  hold  was  not  so  fsivorable  to  him  as 
he  imagined.  Does  ho  deny  that  there  are  avowed  ene- 
mies of  the  Church  who  charge  only  five  or  six 
Popes  with  immorality  ^  No.  Does  he  even  assert 
that  these  are  wrong  in  their  statement  ?  No.  Does 
he  bring  any  proof  that  can  be  said  to  be  a  refutation 
of  this  incidental  sentence  of  the  Archbishop  T  He 
thinks  he  does,  but  let  the  reader  judge. 

His  argument  is  an  affirmation  on  the  authority  of 
Bower,  "  who  I  suppose,"  says  he,  "  is  in  the  Arch^ 
bishop's  opinion  one  of  the  avowed  enemies  of  the 
Church,  that  twenty-seven  Popes  [he  might  have  ad^ 
ded^out  of  two  hundred  and  fifty-nine]  are  no  credit 
to  the  Church  in  a  moral  point  of  view."  We  wer© 
fully  aware,  and  the  Archbishop  knew  as  well  as  any 
one  else,  that  among  the  enemies  of  the  Church  thera 
were  men  who  accused  of  immorality  not  only  twenty- 
^even  Popes,  but  many  more.     But  we  know,  too. 
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that  they  meet  with  no  credit  even  among  the  sin- 
cerest  Protestants.  Hear,  Rev.  Doctor,  what  Whis- 
ton  in  his  Memoirs  (2d.  Ed.,  London  1750)  says  of 
your  dear,  and  oftentimes  quoted  Bower:  "This 
partial  procedure '  demonstrates  that  though  Mr. 
Bower  has  gotten  rid  of  the  prejudices  of  Popery, 
yet  has  he  by  no  means  gotten  clear  of  the  preju- 
dices of  some  Protestants,  as  an  impartial  writer  of 
history  J  which  he  strongly  pretends  to  be,  ought  to 
do,  and  has  in  this  case  greatly  hurt  the  Protestant 
cause,  instead  of  helping  it."  And  truly,  what  do 
such  calumnies  prove!  Nothing  more  than  the  hatred 
of  these  men  for  the  Churcli.  But  .if  a  few,  nay, 
if  one  of  these  hostile  writers  avow  that  only  five 
or  six  Popes  can  be  charged  with  immorality, 
which  is  the  assertion  of  the  Archbishop  j  it  surely 
proves  that  the  historical  evidence  is  stronger  than 
their  enmity  5  and  consequently  these  writers  can  be 
used  as  testimony  in  this  question.  You  thought, 
then,  dear  Doctor,  it  was  your  adversary  you  thrust 
when  your  stroke  fell  harmless  on  the  vacant  air, 
and  your  want  of  skill  only  exposed  you  to  receive 
the  fiill  eflfect  of  his  stroke. 

The  second  feat  is  of  like  artfulness  and  agility. 
The  Archbishop  (p.  149)  had  said :  "  The  Pope,  be  it 
known,  is  not  the  maker  of  the  divine  law ;  he  is  only  its 
expounder.  He  is  not  the  author  of  revelation,  but 
only  its  interpreter.     .  -  .     .     .     The  Holy  Fathfti: 
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has  no  more  aathority  than  yon  or  I  to  break  one 
iota  or  tittle  of  the  Scripture,  and  he  is  equally,  with 
US,  the  servant  of  divine  law.  In  a  woid,  the  Bov-r 
ereign  Pontiff  is  to  the  Church,  though  in  a  more 
eminent  degree,  what  the  Chief  Jostioe  is  to  the 
United  States  "  (p.  148).  Then  developing  this  ana- 
logy he  compares  the  Constitution  of  the  Church, 
which  is  the  revealed  Word  of  God,  with  the  Consti^ 
tution  of  the  United  States ;  the  Infallible  Tribunal 
of  the  Church  with  the  Supreme  Court  sA  WaehingUm^ 
whose  ''  decision  is  final,  irrevtMxMe^  and  practicaUp 
if^fdUible.  B^^  means  qf  it,  disputes  are  ended  and  the 
political  tmion  qfthe  States  is  perpetuated^" 

Now  we  ask  the  candid  reader  what  is  the  meaning 
intended  by  the  Archbishop  in  this  comparison  f  la 
it  not  to  show  that  the  Pope  is  not  the  maker  but  the 
expounder  of  the  divine  law ;  as  the  Chief  Justice  is 
the  expounder,  not  the  maker,  of  the  United  States' 
Constitution  f  that  there  is  in  the  Church  a  Supreme, 
Infallible  Tribunal,  as  there  is  in  the  United  States  a 
Supreme  Court ;  infallible,  too,  though  in  a  less  enii* 
nent  degree,  because  only  practically  infallible  t 
Would  any  one  infer  £:om  these  words  that  the  Arch-, 
bishop  ignores  that  the  Chief  Justice  is  not  the  only 
Judge  ]  that  his  associates  have  the  same  rights  that 
ke  has  in  the  vote  of  the  Court ;  that  the  form  of  this 
$«preme  Court  is  not  monarchical  but  republican  t 
tW  very  words  of  the  Archbishop,  when  he  says 
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the  decision  qf  the  Court  is  irrevocable,  include  this 
meaning  3  the  analogy  itseK,  which  is  to  show  that 
there  is  no  question  of  making,  but  of  interpreting 
laws,  brands  such  an  interpretation  with  unfairness. 
Yet  Dr.  Steams  is  willing  to  bear  the  imputation. 
For  him  the  Archbishop  vests  the  Chief  Justice  alone 
with  the  power  of  deciding, "  his  associate  judges  being 
merely  advisers — for  that  is  the  intended  meaning  of 
his  artfully  constructed,  ambiguous  sentence.'^  Is  such 
an  interpretation  warranted  by  the  words  of  the 
Archbishop,  or  dictated  by  the  promptings  of  an 
evil  genius  t 

Our  Chaplain  goes  on :  "  Practically  it  was  Pope 
Pius  the  Ninth  that  declared  Pope  Pius  the  Ninth 
infallible''  (p.  170).  Wonderful  paradox  !  Tot  could 
the  Doctor  show  if  Jesus  Christ  has  endowed  His  Vicar 
Mith  the  privilege  of  infallibility,  that  it  was  not  the 
right,  nay  the  imperative  duty  of  the  latter  to  declare 
tbis  privilege  f  But  hear  his  reason. — Of  the  520 
Bishops  who  were  present  at  the  definition  of  the  In- 
fallibility, 478  were  the  appointees  of  Pius  the 
Ninth.  Therefore,  he  declared  himself  infallible. — 
It  is  useless  to  remind  Dr.  Steams,  that  in  the  final 
>  vote  of  a  Council  all  human  interests  and  passions 
disappear,  imder  the  influence  of  the  divine  assist- 
ance of  the  Holy  Ghost.  He  could  not  admit  of 
Buch  an  interference,  when  there  is  question  of  the 

whole  Catholic  Church,  assembled  in  Council^  though 
19» 
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he  would  Y^y  likely  not  liave  the  least  difGLcnlty  in 
allowing  this  same  assistance  of  the  Spirit  of  GU)dto 
any  Protestant  lay  or  clerical;  that  shonld  nndertak^e 
to  interpret  the  Holy  Scripture  for  his  own  private 
guidance.     But  if  he  needs  must  look  at  this  fact 
with  a  carnal  eye,  he  should  at  least  have  endeavored 
to  acquire  the  position  necessary  for  such  a  view. 
And  if  the  appointment  of  a  Bishop  is  the  criterion 
of  his  vote,  as  Dr.  Steams  implies,  how  is  it  that 
the  Church  has  declared  all  the  Popes  infallible  t 
If  the  future  vote  of.  the  new  Bishop  was  of  such 
importance,  could  the  Doctor  show  how  this  con- 
sideration   influenced  his  appointment  t      "Wot  his 
assistance,  we  shall  state  how  Bishops  are  generally 
chosen.     Three  candidates  are  always  proposed  to 
the  Pope,  either  by  the  Bishops  of  the  Province,  or 
by  the  Chapters  of  the  Churches;  or,  where   the 
system  of   the    Concordat  prevails,  by  the   civil 
authority, — ^mostly,  however,  in  this  last  case  at  the 
suggestions  of  the  Bishops  of  these  States.     The 
Holy  Father  then  decides  vho  is  to  be  the  future 
Bishop.     Can  the  Doctor  now  show  that  the  ap- 
pointees of  Pius  the  Ninth  were  selected  on  account 
of  their  favorable  opinions  on  infallibility  T    Accord- 
ing to  the  necessary  supposition  of  his  argument,  the 
Bishops  who  were  elected,  and  the  Bishops  or  Kings 
who  proposed  them  were  all  in  favor  of  the  infallibility 
before  the  Council.     Then,  on  this  supposition  of  Dr. 
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SteamS;  it  was  the  Church,  through  her  Bighops,  and 
the  Kings  that  declared  Pius  the  Ninth .  infallible^ 
and  not  Pius  the  Ninth  himself.  It  could  not  be 
Pius  the  Ninth  j  for  before  the  Vatican  Council  hp 
never  refused  any  candidate  for  his  opinion  on  the 
infallibility.  This  statement  is  well  known,  and  i^ 
moreover  proved  hy  the  fact  that  at  the  Council  the 
Bishops  freely  opposed  the  definition,  and  in  the 
end  many  even  abstained  from  voting.  Poor  Poctoi;, 
again  you  mistook  thp  point  for  handle. 

"  The  Archbishop,"  says  Dr.  Steams,  "  brings  for- 
ward tliree  passages  of  Scripture  to  prove  the  infalli- 
bility of  the  Pope,  to  wit,  lif  atth.  xvi.;  Luke  xxii.  31-r- 
32  3  John  xxi.  16-17.  The  first,  'Thou  art  Peter/ 
^tc.,  and  the  last,  'Feed  my  sheep,'  etc.,  I  have  al- 
xeady  disposed  of.''  Our  readers  have  seen  how.  W^ 
might  stop  here,  for  if  only  one  passage  of  Holy 
Writ  clearly  reve^  a  truth,  we  have  no  need  of 
farther  testimony.  Still  we  will  examine  this  thir^ 
testimony  also.  The  Doctor,^  howev^,  as  a  necessajy 
consequence,  will  have  to  submit  to  the  humiliatioi^ 
of  losing  the  plume,  with  which  he  decks  himself  ajt 
the  conclusion  of  his  remarks  when  he  says :  ''  $o 
much  for  the  faith  of  Peter.  Grant  the  Archbishop 
an  assumption  in  the  major,  an  assumption  in  the 
minor,  and  an  assumption  in  the  conclusion,  and  h^ 
is  irresistible  "  (p.  172). 

The  passage  of  St.  Luke  runs  thus  :     ''  And  th^ 
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Lord  said:  Simon,  Simon,  behold  Satan  hath  de- 
sired to  have  you  (my  Apostles)  that  he  might  siji 
ffou  as  wheat.  But  I  have  prayed  for  tJiee  (Peter) 
that  thy  faith  fail  not ;  and  thou  being  once  con- 
verted confirm  thy  brethren*'  (Luke  xxii.  31—32). 
On  these  words  the  Archbishop  reasons  as  fol- 
lows :  "  It  is  worthy  of  note  that  Jesus  prays  only 
for  Peter.  And  why  for  Peter  in  particular  T  Be- 
cause on  his  shoulders  was  to  rest  the  burden  of  the 
Church.  Our  Lord  prays  for  two  things  :  1,  That 
the  faith  of  Peter  and  his  successors  might  not  fail  j 
2.  That  Peter  would  confirm  Ids  brethren  in  the 
faith,  'in  order'  as  St.  Leo  says,  Mhat  the 
strength  given  by  Christ  to  Peter  should  descend  on 
the  Apostles.'  We  know  that  the  prayer  of  Jesus  is 
always  heard.  Therefore  the  faith  of  Peter  will 
always  be  firm"  (p.  131). 

Again  the  Doctor  brandishes  his  sword,  and  with 
the  prowess  and  skill  of  a  practical  fencer,  by  two 
fatal  thrusts  prepares  his  adversary  for  the  decisive 
stroke.  He  asks :  How  does  the  Archbishop  know 
that  Jesus  prayed  ordtf  for  Peter  f  "  There  is  no 
^  only '  in  the  record ;  it  is  a  sheer  assumption  of  the 
Archbishop;  all  that  the  language  necessarily  in- 
volves is,  that  Christ  prayed  speciaUy  for  Peter" 
(p.  171).  Very  keenly  observed,  indeed !  But,  if  the 
prayer  of  Jesus  was  specially  for  Peter,  it  therefore 
affected  him  in  a  special  way,  in  which  it  did  not  affect 
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the  otherS;  and,  conBeqaently,  this  particiilaxity  hod 
some  pecaliar  leason.  Now^  the  question  is,  what 
Uiis  special  reason  was,  fpr  which  Jesus  prayed  iox 
Peter  only,  or  specially.  The  Docto?  has  no  rea^9n 
to  give,  as  we  shall  presently  show^  and  the  answer  of; 
the  Archbishop  be  rejects  with  the  assertion :  '^  tha 
conclusion  is  too  big  for  the  pren^ses."  This,  how- 
ever, has  yet  to  be  shown.  * 

But  now  for  the  Doctor's  answer,  ^e  says  (p. 
171) :  "  The  obvious  reason— obvious  from  the  two 
verses  next  following — is  that  Peter  was  specially 
prayed  for,  because  specially  in  danger ;  specially, 
(firom  his  overweening  self-confidence)  aceessible  to 
temptation.  And  this  the  result  showed;  for  he 
alone  of  the  eleven  denied  his  Master.  ^  And  wheo 
tbou  art  converted,  strengthea  thy  brethren.'  As 
much  as  to  say, '  Make  use  of  thy  bitter  experi^Dce. 
for  the  fortifying  of  thy  tempted  brethren'  (D. 
Brown).''  According  to  this  interpretation — ^the  dis- 
course of  our  Pivine  Lord  is  reduced  to  this ;  All 
my  Apostles  are  exposed  to  temptation,  but  thqu, 
Peter,  more  than  the  others.  I  hi^ve  prayed  fpr  all 
of  them,  but  specially  for  thee,  that  thou  mayst  never 
deny  me.  Yet,  notwithstanding  this  special  prayer, 
thou  alone  of  the  eleven  wilt  deny  me.  And  when 
thou  art  converted,  make  use  of  thy  bitter  experience 
for  the  fortifying  of  thy  tempted  brethren. — Our 
readers  will  judge  for  themselves,  if  such  an  int^- 
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pretation  of  the  words  of  Jesas  is  consisteiit  with  the 
dignity  of  their  divine  Author,  or  even  with  the  com- 
mon utterances  of  any  man  in  his  sober  senses.  By 
the  side  of  this  let  us  put  the  common  Catholic  inter- 
pretation : — ^You,  my  Apostles,  are  all  equally  exposed 
to  temptations;  but  I  have  prayed  specially  for 
thee,  Peter j  for  I  have  appointed  thee  to  be  the  Leader 
of  my  Church,  that  as  such  thy  faith  may  never  faiL 
And  then,  having  been  once  converted  from  a  fault 
committed  before  entering  upon  thy  office,  confirm 
thy  brethren  by  the  never-failing  faith  which  I  have 
obtained  for  thee. 

Another  interpretation  was  given  formerly  by 
many  Catholic  theologians*,  and  followed  by  some 
of  the  most  learned  Protestantst,  who  translate 
the  words,  koI  av  ttots  ^TTferrp^a^',  not  "  and  thou 
having  been  once  converted,"  but  "and  thou  in 
return  confirm  thy  brethren."  Dr.  Kuinoell  shows 
that  the  verb  eniaTpeipag  is  used  in  the  meaning  of 
"  in  turn  "  in  the  Alexandrian  version  of  Ps.  Ixxi. 
20.  See  also  Ps.  Ixxxv.  6 ;  Acts  vii.  42,  xv.  36. 
This  interpretation  leaves  no  outlet  for  the  Doctor. 
Still  we  are  satisfied  to  abide  by  the  common  inter- 
pretation J  but  we  deny  that  the  conversion  of  Peter 
was  the  cause  of  the  strength  that  he  was  to  impart 
to  his  brethren. 

*  Maldonato,  Calmet,  JanseniuSj  etc., 
t  Grotius,  Kuinoell,  &c. 
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Now  for  the  fatal  blow  that  left  his  adversary 
prostrate  at  his  feet  begging  for  mercy.  Dr.  Steams 
puts  the  Archbishop's  argument  in  this  form :  "  The 
prayer  of  Jesus  is  always  heard.  Jesus  prayed  that 
Peter's  faith  might  not  &il.  Therefore  Peter's  faith 
will  always  be  firm"  (p.  171). 

We  accept  this  syllogism,  though  we  would  our- 
selves have  given  it  a  better  form.  But  what  has 
the  Doctor  against  this  argtunentf  Nothing  less 
than  that  there  is  an  assumption  in  every  member. 
We  answer  that  hia  assertion  is  absolutely  false,  and 
will  at  once  prove  that  every  member  of  the  above 
syllogism  is  an  undeniable  truth. 

1.  ^'  It  is  assumed  in  the  major  premise  that  to  hear 
a  prayer  is  to  grant  the  specific  request/'  says  Dr. 
Steams.  "  This  assumption  is  contradicted  by  fact. 
The  faith  of  Peter  did  fail  temporarily,  notwith- 
standing the  prayer.  .  .  .  Furthermore,  Jesus 
prayed  (St.  John,  xvii.  20,  21)  for  his  followers,  to 
the  end  of  time,  '  that  they  all  may  be  one/  Are 
they  aU  one?/'  (p.  172.)  Here  indeed,  in  the^ 
words  of  the  Doctor,  we  have  not  only  an  assump- 
tion, but  a  blunder  approaching  to  a  blasphemy,  that 
we  would  have  thought  impossible  to  come  from  the 
lips  of  one,  who  styles  himself  a  minister  of  the 
Gospel  of  Christ.  Dr.  Steams  undertakes  to  prove 
that  the  specific  request  of  Christ  is  not  always 
granted.     Is  not  thi^  to  deny  that  Christ  is  God,  to 
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betray  the  Master  he  pretends  to  serve?  How 
oould  He  not  be  beard  in  all  bis  pr&jets^  wbo  in 
His  divinity  was  one  with  tbe  !Fatber  ( Jobn  x.  30)  j 
to  whom  in  His  bumanity  "  all  things  weie  deliv- 
ered "  (Matth.  xi.  27)  5  abd  all  power  was  given  in 
heaven  and  on  earth  (Mattlu  :i:xviii.  18)  f  Is  Christ 
then  no  longer  our  Mediator,  who  is  represented  to 
lis  by  St.  Paul  in  the  chal?acter  of  an  everlasting 
intercessor  f  (Heb.  vii.  25  j  Kom.  viii.  34.)  Is  be 
no  longer  God  ? 

Bat  what  is  worse,  !Dr.  Steaxtis  tries  to  ptove  bis 
assertion.  Jesus  prayed  specially  for  Peter.  Peter 
failed.  Therefore  the  prayer  of  Jesus  is  not  always 
beard.  Tlds  conclusion,  we  answer  first,  does  not 
follow  from  the  premises.  The  syllogism  may  be 
reduced  to  this :  Jesus  asked  one  favor  for  Peter. 
Peter  did  not  receive  a  second  faVor,  wluch  was  differ- 
ent from  that  which  Jesus  asked.  From  this  we 
d^  any  man  to  draw  the  concludon  of  the  Doctor. 
Would  it  not,  therefore,  be  more  reasonable  to  Higae 
in  this  way?  Jesus  prayed  for  Peter.  Peter  failed. 
Therefore  the  prayer  of  Jesus  regarded  not  tbe  pri- 
vate virtue  of  Peter,  but  Ids  official  faith.  This 
interpretation  is  supported  by  the  whole  analogy  of 
Scripture,  and  is  proved  by  the  unanimous  consent 
of  the  Fathers.  St.  Ambrose  says  :  *'  Some  one  may 
object  5  How  can  the  Father  and  the  Son  be  one  if 
the  Son  now  commands,  and  is  again  a  suppliant? 
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Yet  they  are  one^  and  He  commands  and  is  a  sup- 
pliant. But  he  is  not  alone  when  he  commands, 
nor  is  He  weak  when  He  supplicates :  He  prays  as 
man,  as  God  He  commands ;  as  we  see  from  the 
Grospel  where  he  says  to  Peter,  *  I  have  prayed  for 
thee  that  thy  faith  fail  not.'  But  He  had  already 
said  to  him,  when  he  answered  '  Thou  art  Christ  the 
Son  of  the  living  God :'  *  Thou  art  Peter  and  on  this 
rock  I  will  build  my  Church  j'  and,  *  I  will  give  to 
thee  the  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven.'  Could 
He  not  then  strenffthen  his  faithy  when  of  His  own 
authority  He  had  given  him  a  kingdom  and  marked 
Idm  out  as  the  support  of  His  Church,  by  calling 
him  the  Rock  ? "  (De  Fide,  lib.  iv.  c.  V.  nn.  55, 
56.) 

Dr.  Stearns's  second  argument  is :  '^  Jesus  prayed 
for  His  followers  to  the  end  of  time,  *  that  they  all 
may  be  one'  (St.  John,  xvii.  20,  21).  Are  they  all 
one?"  Yes,  we  answer ;  they  are  one,  and  they  wiU  he 
one  to  the  end  of  time.  But  who  are  these  followers 
for  whom  Jesus  prays  f  Jesos  Himself  tells  us  in 
the  preceding  verse:  "  And  not  for  them  only  [the 
Apostles]  do  I  pray,  but  for  them  also  who  through 
their  word  shall  believe  in  me."  The  prayer  of  Jesus, 
then,  is  for  those  who  believe  in  Him  through  tho  in- 
strumentality of  the  Apostles  and  their  Successors ; 
therefore,  for  all  the  members  of  the  one  Apostolic 

Church.     This  prayer  was  heard  j  for  the  members  of 
20 
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the  Apostolic  Glmicli  have  always  been  and  still  are 
one  in  fiaith,  and  one  in  oommnnion*  And  this  unity, 
the  effect  of  Apostolicity,  is  to  be  found  only  in  the 
Roman  Catholic  ChurcK  Therefore,  let  not  the  DoO" 
tor  deceive  hims^,  and  what  is  worse,  let  him  not 
lead  well-meaning  and  helpless  souls  into  ^ror.  If 
he  find  those  who  profess  to  be  the  followers  of 
Christ,  dismiited,  and  jarring  among  themselves,  not* 
withstanding  the  prayer  of  Christ  that  His  followers 
should  be  one,  the  only  sensible  conclvsion  must  be: 
These  are  not  the  friie  followetB  of  Christ.  The 
prayer  of  Christ  was  absolute,  and,  therefore,  was 
necessarily  granted. 

^^  It  is  assumed  in  the  minor  premise,'^  continnes 
the  Doctor  (p.  172), "  that  not  to  fail  on  a  specific  ocoa-> 
sion  (which  is,  so  far  as  we  are  informed,  all  that  was 
prayed  for),  is  never  to  fail."  The  Doctor  is  very 
poorly  informed,  if  he  thinks  this  to  have  been  all  that 
was  prayed  for.  There  are  many  proofs,  intrinsic  and 
extrinsic,  which  give  the  pri,yer  of  Jesus  on  this  ocear^ 
sion  quite  a  different  object.  The  assumption,  which 
he  ascribes  to  the  Archbishop,  is  his  awn^  and  is  not 
only  absurd,  as  we  showed  a  while  ago,  but  even 
contradicts  the  whole  context,  as  we  will  now 
prove. 

At  the  Last  Supper  a  dispute  arose  among  the  ApcHS- 
tles  which  of  them  was  greater.  To  settle  it,  Jesus 
said  to  them  (Luke  xxii.  25,  26) :  "  The  kings  of  the 
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Gentiles  lord  it  over  them  ....  but  you  not  so :  but 
lie  that  is  the  greatest  among  jf<m  let  him  become  as 
the  least:  and  he  that  is  the  leader  as  he  that 
serveth."  From  these  words  it  is  clear  that  some  of 
the  Apostles  were  greater  than  others,  either  in 
special  gifts,  or  personal  qualities,  and  that  some 
one  of  them  was  the  leader^  ifyovfievogy  that  is,  en- 
dowed with  speddl  atithoritt^y  as  Schleusner  (N.  T. 
Lexicon)  translates  it,  or  the  chiefs  as  King  James' 
translation  has  it.  Jesus  then  proposes  to  them  His 
•own  example,  that  though  he  was  so  much  above  them, 
Hfe  was  "  in  the  midst  of  th«n  as  he  that  serveth : 
And  you  are  they  who  have  continued  with  me  in  my 
temptations:  and  I  appoint  to  you  ....  akingdom." 
Mut  the  temptations  are  not  all  over,  for  He  adds : 
^'Behold  Satan  hath  desired  to  have  you  that  he  may 
«ift  you  as  wheat."  This  revelation  was  enough  to 
dishearten  the  Apostles,  who  but  a  moment  ago  had 
learned  that  one  of  them  should  betray  Him,  and 
eonld  not  yet  discover  who  should  be  the  traitor. 
But  Jesus  encourages  them,  and  as  in  the  first 
OAfie  He  spoke  of  the  temptations  they  suffered 
in  company  with  Hunself,  in  which  He  was  present 
to  comfort  them;  so  now  He  necessarily  speaks  of 
the  temptations  they  shall  experience  after  His  de- 
parture ;  and  so  He  leaves  them  one  to  strengthen 
them  with  his  visible  presence ;  for,  addressing  Peter, 
He  says^  ^^  Simon  Simon  ....  I  have  prayed  for 
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thee  [whom  I  have  appointed  the  Leader  of  my 
Apostles,]  that  thy  faith  [as  their  Leader]  fail  not. 
And  thou  being  once  converted  [after  denying  me], 
confirm  thy  brethren.". 

From  this  context  we  draw  the  following  condu- 
sions :  1.  One  of  the  Apostles  was  the  Leader  or 
Chief.  2.  Jesus  spoke  of  temptations  to  come  after 
His  departure.  3.  His  address  to  Peter,  during  the 
strife  for  superiority,  shows  that  Peter  was  conscious 
that  he  was  the  appointed  Leader;  otherwise  we 
should  have  to  say  that  Jesus  wished  to  encourage, 
not  to  check  his  ambition.  4.  The  prayer  of  Jesus 
regarded  Peter  as  Leader.  5.  The  mention  of  his 
conversion  had  reference  only  to  the  time  at  which 
ho  should  begin  to  confirm  his  brethren.  6.  Jesus, 
implicitly  at  least,  compares  two  periods,  two  temp- 
tations, two  Leaders;  the  period  preceding  his 
Ascension,  when  the  Apostles  had  Him  as  their  visible 
Leader,  to  strengthen  them  in  the  trials  thcj*  suffered  in 
His  company ;  the  period  following  liis  Ascension,  when 
new  temptations  would  befall  them  and  their  suc- 
cessors, and  they  should  find  strength  in  the 
indefectible  faith  of  Peter  and  his  successors, 
which  He,  their  invisible  Head,  had  obtained  for 
them. 

Such  is  the  conclusion  drawn  from  this  famous  pas- 
sage of  St.  Luke  by  the  ancient  Fathers  of  the 
Church.     They  can  be  seen  in  almost  any  Catholic 
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theologian.*  For  brevity's  sake  we  sball  quote  only 
one  or  two.  St.  Leo  says :  "  All  the  Apostles  were 
equally  exposed  to  the  temptation  of  fear,  and 
equally  in  need  of  the  divine  protection,  for  the  devil 
sought  to  harass  and  ruin  them  all.  And  yet  it  is 
for  Peter  that  the  Lord  shows  a  special  care,  and  for 
hiB  faith  in  particular  that  He  prays,  as  if  the  safety 
qfthe  others  would  he  the  more  secure j  the  more  invin- 
cible the  mind  qf  their  Prince  should  be"  (Serm. 
rV.  c.  3.)  And  the  Greek  commentator,  Theophy- 
^adns,  says:  ^'Because  I  have  (chosen)  you,  Peter,  as 
ihe  Prince  of  my  disciples,  defter  you  have  wept  for 
•denying  me,  confirm  the  others :  ^  for  it  is  befitting 
that  you  should  do  so,  since  after  me,  you  are  the  rock 
find  foundation  of  the  Churdi ' "  (Oomm.  in  h.  1.)  To 
gratify  the  taste  of  Dr.  Steams,  we  will  quote  one  more 
testimony.  Speaking  of  P(^  St.  Gregory  the  Great 
Jae  says  (p.  75):  "  Grand  old  Pope  he  was,  even  if  he 
•wasn't  infallible."  Now,  tliis  "  grand  old  Pope,"  sum- 
ming up  the  arguments  for  infallibifity,  says:  '^For 
who  does  not  know  that  the  Holy  Church  was  strength- 
ened in  the  sdidity  qf  the  Prince  qf  the  Apostles  f  And 
he  bore  the  strength  of  his  mind  in  his  name,  for  he 
was  called  Peter,  that  is,  the  Rock  ]  and  to  him  was 


•See  Bellarmme^  De  Verbo  Dei,  lib.  III.  CapV.  Gue- 
ran^er,  De  la  MoDarcliie  Poutificale,  Paris,  1870,  pag. 
143,  155,  etc.  Schroder^  De  Unitate  Romana,  Friburg. 
Brisg.  1862,  Cap.  V.  etc.,  etc. 
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saiil  by  the  voice  of  Truth :  *  I  will  give  to  thee  the 
keys  of  the  kingdom  of  Heaven.  And  again :  ^And 
thou  being  once  converted,  strengthen  thy  brethren  f^ 
and  a  tliird  time :  '  Simon,  son  of  John,  lovest  thou 
me?  Feed  my  sheep.'"  (Epist.  Lib.  VII.  Ep.XL. 
ad  Eulogium  Ep.)  Behold  the  "grand  old  Pope" 
giving  the  very  arguments  of  the  Archbishop  I 

The  last  assumption  which  Dr.  Steams  imputes  to 
the  Archbishop,  is,  "  that  not  to  fail  is  to  be  Urm." 
That  there  is  an  assumption  at  all,  in  the  Arch- 
bishop's words,  we  answer,  is  a  creation  of  the  Doc- 
tor's own  brain.  The  faith  which  Jesus  asked  for 
Peter,  without  any  condition,  and  which  he  conse- 
quently obtained  for  him,  was  a  faith  that  should  fit 
him  to  confirm  his  brethren.  Now  such  a  faith  must 
necessarily  be  firm.  St.  Luke  uses  the  word  sKXElnEiv. 
This  verb,  when  used  intransitively,  as  in  St. 
Luke,  signifies  to  suffer  an  eclipse,  whether  in  a 
real  or  in  a  figxurative  signification.  Now  if  the 
faith  of  Peter  is  never  to  be  eclipsed,  wiU  it  not 
shine  on  in  its  full  brightness  and  warmth,  and  con- 
sequently be  all  that  Christ  prayed  it  should  be  ? 

To  the  concluding  words  of  Dr.  Steams,  "  Where 
did  the  Archbishop  get  his  logic?"  we  may  well 
answer,  after  what  we  have  said:  What  does  the 
Doctor  mean  by  logic  ?  His  practice  suggests  the 
answer:  "The  expression  of  weakness  in  bold  tod 
bitter  language." 
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After  the  Scripture  proofs,  the  Archbishop  appeals 
to  three  General  Councils :  the  Eighth,  in  Constan- 
tinople, which  clearly  declares  that  immaciUate  doc- 
trine has  always  been  preserved  arid  preached  in  the 
Homan  See  ;  the  Second  of  Lyons,  which  states  that 
if  any  questions  on  faith  arise  j  they  ought  to  be  defined 
by  her  judgment;  lastly,  that  of  Florence,  which 
defines,  that  the  Boman  Pontiff  is  the  true  Vicar  qf 
Christy  tJie  Head  qfthe  whole  Church,  the  Father  and 
Doctor  qf  aU  Christians.  To  this  argument  Dr. 
Steams  opposes  the  old  Protestant  objection  that, 
with  the  exception  of  the  first  six  Councils,  none 
of  the  others  was  General,  or  of  any  authority.  He 
says,  therefore :  *'  I  shall  di3miss  them  with  the 
simple  remark,  that  the  appeal  to  them  by  the  Arch- 
bishop shows  how  desperate  his  case  is  5  for  if  there 
were  a  shadow  of  evidence  on  his  side  in  the  first  six 
universally  admitted  General  Councils,  he  would  be 
only  too  glad  to  bring  it  forward"  (p.  173).  Yes, 
too  glad  if  he  were  a  Protestant  who  rejects  the 
authority  of  the  others ;  but  as  a  Catholic  he  does 
not  give  the  first  Councils  more  or  less  authority  than 
the  last.  We  will  not  enter  here  on  the  question 
whether  the  Councils  since  the  Sixth  were  true  Gen- 
eral Councils.  It  has  been  proved  to  evidence  a 
thousand  times.  If  the  Doctor  is  eager  to  study  the 
question,  he  can  consult  th^  History  of  the  Church  by 
Dollinger,  his  own  witness  on  the  question  of  in- 
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fallibility ;  he  will  find  there  a  demonstration  of  the 
ecumenicity  of  all  the  Conncals  np  to  that  of  Trent. 
As  to  the  first  six,  on  which  the  Doctor  lays  so  much 
stress,  if  space  allowed,  we  could  review  the  Acts  of 
each,  and  show  that  they  all  recognized  in  the  "Pope 
the  right  of  defining  in  matters  of  faith.  Instead, 
we  shall  adduce  an  example  only  of  that  evidence 
of  which  he  asserts,  with  his  usual  logic,  the  Arch- 
bishop could  not  find  even  ^*  the  shadow.'^  We  take 
the  Sixth  Council,  the  Third  of  Constantinople.  Dr. 
Stearns  lays  great  stress  on  its  condemnations 
(page  55).  Now  this  Council  began  by  reading  the 
two  dogmatic  letters  of  Pope  St.  Agathon,  on  the  con- 
demnation of  the  Monothelitic  heresy.  There  St. 
Agathon  states  explicitly  his  Primacy,  his  univeirsal 
Episcopacy,  and  his  right  of  teacliing  the  revealed 
doctrine.  "  Peter  received  from  the  Redeemer  of  aU  in 
person,  with  a  triple  recommendation,  the  charge  of 
feeding  the  spiritual  sheep  of  the  Church  2  under  his 
solicitous  protection  this  Apostolic  Church  has  never 
deviated  from  the  path  of  truth,  nor  leaned  to  any 
shade  of  error  ^  His  authority,  as  that  of  the  Prince 
of  the  Apostles,  the  whole  Catholic  Churchy  and 
Universal  Synods  have  ever  embraced  with  fidelity, 
and  followed  without  exception ;  and  all  our  venera^ 
tie  fathers  y  by  having  received  His  Apostolic  doctrine, 
shone  as  the  most  approved  lights  of  the  Church  of 
Christ.     This  is  the  living  tradition  of  the  Apostles 
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of  Christ  wbich  His  Church  holds  thrcmghout  the 
toorld^^  Nothing  can  be  clearer  than  this.  St.  Aga- 
thon  gives  here  the  doctrine  which  was  held  in  the 
Sixth  Council,  and  in  all  the  Councils  that  preceded^ 
and  in  the  whole  Church  in  all  preceding  time.  He 
crowns  this  solemn  exposition  of  the  faith  of  Catholi- 
city by  the  passage  of  St.  Luke,  which  we  have  just 
examined,  and  then  concludes :  "  Consider,  then,  how 
the  Lord  and  Saviour  of  all .  .  .  whose  word  we  have 
that  the  faith  of  Peter  shall  nev^r  fail,  admonished 
him  to  confirm  his  brethren  "  (Labb.,  Tom.  vi»,  p.  636). 
So  wrote  Agathon.  Did  the  Fathers  protest,  or  object 
to  any  iota  of  this  doctrine  f  Far  from  it.  On  the 
contrary,  they  exclaimed,  on  hearing  these  letters : 
'*  Peter  has  spoken  through  Agathon,"  and  accepted 
and  endorsed  them  with  their  authority.  St.  Agathon 
died  towards  the  end  of  the  Council.  The  letters 
written  in  the  name  of  the  Council  to  ask  the  ap- 
proval of  the  Holy  See,  were  addressed  to  Leo  II. 
by  the  Emperor  Constantino  Pogonatus,  who  had  been 
present  at  all  its  sessions.  In  these  letters  the 
Council  echoed  back  the  expressions  of  Agathon. 
"As  if,"  said  they, ''we  beheld  Peter  himself,  the 
Prince  of  the  Apostolic  chair,  the  Bishop  of  the  first 
chair,  unfolding  the  mystery  of  the  entire  dispensa- 
tion, and  repeating  to  Christ  in  thfese  letters,  '  Thou 
art  Christ,  the  Son  of  the  living  G-od.'  For  Ids  sacred 
letters,  which  we  aU  received  with  gladness  and  sin- 
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cerity,  as  if  we  were  receiving  Peter  himself  into  our 
embrace,  revealed  to  us  Christ  Himself  whole  and 

entire The  law  has  come  forth  from 

Sion :  the  doctrine  from  the  summit  of  the  Apostolic 
mind.^  Is  this  the  shadow  of  evidence,  or  is  it  its 
full  splendor?  Dr.  Steams  says  it  is  neither.  Dear 
reader,  which  do  you  take  it  to  be  ?  And  who  re- 
ceived the  point  of  those  weapons  that  we  have  seen 
so  clumsily  handled? 

We  might  devote  many  more  pages  to  the  refutation 
of  a  mass  of  gratuitous  slanders  heaped  up  by  Dr. 
Steams  in  the  last  five  pages  of  this  chapter.  But 
they  are  either  misrepresentations  or  sopliistries  so 
evident  as  to  need  no  refutation.  He  asks,  for  in- 
stance, who  is  the  custodian  of  the  unwritten  word? 
"  Is  it  the  Infallible  Pope  ?  If  so,  how  does  he  hand 
it  down  to  his  successor,  seeing  he  is  dead  before  his 
successor  is  appointed?  "  (p.  175.)  Is  Dr.  Steams  in 
earnest,  or  is  he  mocking  the  weakness  of  those 
with  whom  such  an  argument  could  pass  mustet? 

But  there  is  a  passage  which  is  brought  forward 
with  a  luxury  of  quotations  and  a  steadiness  of  affir- 
mation, capable  of  deceiving  a  reader  not  wholly 
acquainted  with  the  history  of  the  first  centuries  of 
the  Church.  On  tliis  point  a  few  remarks  may  not 
be  out  of  place. 

The  Archbishop  (p.  152)  writes :  "  Thus,  in  the 
third  century.  Pope  St.  Stephen  reversed  the  deci- 
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aon  of  St.  Cyprian  of  Carthage,  and  of  a  Council  of 
Afiican  Bishops  r^arding  a  question  of  Baptism.'^ 
Dr.  Steams  makes  three  historical  additions  to  this 
fact,  from  which  he  argues  that  this  very  act  of  Pope 
St.  Stephen  prores  the  reverse  of  the  conclusion 
drawn  from  it  by  the  Archbishop. 

Isf  addition  of  Dr.  Steams. — ^After  the  decision 
of  Pope  Stephen,  St*  Cyprian  called  a  Councir  of 
African  Bishops,  which,  in  spite  of  Pope  Stephen, 
reaffirmed  the  order  of  rebaptizing  whoever  had  been 
ab^eady  baptized  by  heretics.  It  is  plain  that  St. 
Cyprian  dijl  not  believe  in  St.  Stephen^s  infallibility. 

The  fact  is  tme ;  the  conclusion,  historically  false. 
St.  Cyprian  did  believe  in  the  Pope's  infallibility. 
He  wrote  a  book  "  Concerning  the  Unity  of  the 
ChurchJ^  In  that  book  he  argues  the  Unity  of  the 
Church  from  the  Unity  of  her  visible  Head,  the 
Bishop  of  Rome.  A&d  Cyprian  practised  what  he 
taught ;  he  appealed  to  the  decision  of  the  Roman 
Pontiff  both  in  the  question  concerning  Easter  day, 
and  this  very  question  concaming  Baptism. 

But  why  did  he  resist  the  decision  after  having 
made  the  appeal  1  St.  Cyprian  himself  answers  this 
question  both  in  his  letter  to  Jabajanus,  and  even 
more  clearly  still  in  his  letter  to  Pope  St.  Stephen  J 
himself.  He  says  it  was  not  a  question  of  faith  but 
of  discipline,  of  national  custom,  a  practice  which 
''some  are  accustomed  to  keep  up,  as  peculiar  to 
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themselves  after  it  has  been  once  adopted  ]  nor  is  the 
bond  of  peace  and  concord  between  coUeagnes 
thereby  broken."  This  was  the  opinion  of  his  £riend 
Firmilian  also ;  who,  writing  to  St.  Cyprian,  says  that 
this  was  one  of  those  things  which  "  vary  with  names 
and  places.''  Accordingly  these  two  friends  did  not 
separate  themselves  from  communion  with  Borne. 
Neither  did  they  cast  away  from  their  own  commun- 
ion the  African  Bishops,  who  did  not  agree  with  the 
eighty-seven  Bishops  who  composed  the  third  Synod 
of  Carthage.  Therefore,  though  they  may  have  dis- 
obeyed the  orders  of  the  Pope,  in  a  matter  which  in 
their  opinion  affected  neither  faith  nor  morals ;  they 
did  not  thereby  deny  his  Infallibility.  St.  Augus- 
tine, speaking  of  this  question,  says  that  in  the  time 
of  Cyprian  it  was  obscure  and  not  yet  {eliquaia) 
cleared  up.  It  is  not  then  surprising  that  Cyprian 
should  not  have  perceived  the  connection  between 
the  practice  of  rebaptizing,  and  the  dogma  of  the 
validity  of  Baptism. 

2d  addition  of  Dr.  Steams. — "The  decision  of 
the  Infallible  Pope  Stephen  in  St.  Augustine's 
opinion  was  not  binding  on  St.  Cyprian"  (p.  177). 
St.  Augustine  apologizes  for  the /at7 A  of  St.  Cyprian, 
but  not  for  his  disobedience.  He  apologizes  for  his 
faith  on  the  ground  that  at  this  time  the  question  was 
not  yet  eliquata :  but  he  does  not  apologize  for  his 
disobedience,  for  (De  Bapt.  lib.  2,  o.  3)   he  says 
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that  Cyprian  should  have  retracted  his  opinion  and 
abandoned  this  custom,  '^  and  perhaps  it  was  done^ 
though  we  know  not,  for  all  the  transactions  between 
the  Bishops  of  that  time  could  not  be  committed  to 
memory  or  to  letters,  nor  do  we  know  all  that  was 
committed."  And  in  his  letters  to  Vincent  (Epist. 
95)  he  says,  apropos  of  this  matter,  "  Whatever  fault 
was  to  be  corrected  in  Oyprian,  was  removed  by  the 
pruning-knife  of  his  passion." 

3d  addition  of  Dr.  Steams. — "  Stephen  forbade  to 
baptize  one  coming  from  any  heresy  whatever  (a 
quacumque  hseresi),  and  the  Council  [of  Aries]  cam- 
manded  to  baptize  one  coming  from  an  anti-trinita- 
rian  heresy,  thus  reversing  the  decision  of  Pope  Ste- 
phen ;  and  the  Western  Church,  with  Pope  Sylvester 
at  its  head,  accepted  the  reversal"  (p.  178). 

Never  was  a  misrepresentation  more  complete. 
The  point  at  issue  between  St.  Cyprian  and  St.  Ste- 
phen was  not  the  formula  of  Baptism,  but  the  faith 
of  its  minister.  Both  spoke  of  a  Baptism  adminis- 
tered in  the  name  of  the  most  Holy  Trinity,  in  nomine 
SanctissinuB  Trinitcdis.  The  question  was,  Was  the 
{Baptism,  which  both  supposed  to  be  valid  in  its  for- 
mula, valid  also  when  administered  by  a  heretic! 
St.  Stephen  answered  in  the  affirsiative,  for  he  said 
that  Baptism  conferred  by  any  heretic  whatsoever, 
was  not  to  be  repeated.  Of  this  fact  we  have  incon- 
trovertible evidence  in  the  very  letter  of  Firmilian  to 
21 
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St  Cyprian,  quoted  by  Dr.  Stearns.  Had  tlie  Doctot 
read  this  letter  throogliy  he  would  never  have  made 
the  blander  he  does,  f^nnilian^  speaking  of  the 
answer  given  by  St.  Stephen,  says :  ^  They  do  not 
think  [at  Rome],  it  is  necessary  to  investigate 
who  was  the  nunister  of  BapHsm,  for  he  that  is  bap- 
tized acquires  grace  in  his  Baptism  by  the  invocation 
of  the  Trinity  of  the  names  of  the  Father,  the  Son, 
and  the  Holy  Ghost."  The  Comidl  of  ArleSy 
therefore,  did  not  revise  the  decision  of  St.  Stephen, 
but  embraced  it  with  the  Ghorch  at  l^ge.  Hence  St. 
Angastine  (De  bap.  1.  v.  c.  33)  speaks  of  the  decision 
of  St.  Stephen  as  of  Apostolic  tradition ;  St.  Vincent 
of  Lerins,  in  his  Gommonitory,  says  it  is  in  conformity 
with  the  rule  of  the  Universal  Ghurch  j  and  Facnn- 
dns  of  Hermian  attests  that  the  Ghorch  embraces  the 
opinion  of  St.  Stephen  (contra  Mocianmn). 

These  additions  to  the  well-known  history  given' 
by  the  Archbishop,  prove  once  mote  the  belief  of  our 
Forefathers  in  the  unerring  guidance  of  the  Popes. 
At  the  same  time  they  show  that  Dr.  Steams  is  as 
unlucky  as  an  hbtorian,  as  he  is  unsuccessful  as  a 
fencer. 
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CHAPTER  XII. 

TEMPORAL  POWEB  OF  THE  POPES. 

rB  Archbishop  divides  his  chapter  on  the  T^n- 
Power  of  the  Popes  into  three  sections,  in  the 
3f  which  he  shows  how  the  Popes'  acquired  their 
oral  power,  in  the  second  he  treats  of  the  validity 
ustice  of  their  title,  and  in  the  third  he  shows 
they  have  done  for  Rome.    As  the  Doctor 
nothing  against  the  use  which  the  Popes  have 
>  of  their  temporal  power,  we  may  set  him  down 
peeing  with  the  Archbishop  that  it  has  been 
[y  beneficial  to  Rome.     Indeed,  he  could  not 
it  without  running  foul  of  the  concurrent  testi- 
r  of  some  of  the  greatest  historians  of  our  age, 
jstant  and  infidel,   who  acknowledge  without 
ation  tho  indebtedness,  not  of  Rome  alone,  but 
iropean  civilization,  to  the  influence  of  the  tern- 
power. 

3  objects,  however,  to  the  manner  in  which  the 
oral  power  was  acquired.  "  It  originated,"  he 
^'  in  forgery,  and  was  enlarged  by  fraud,  and 
jtuated  by  force  "  (p.  180).  He  offers  no  argu- 
,  to  prove  that  it  was  perpetuated  by  force ;  and  as 
are  assertion  is  not  yet  recognized  as  an  author- 
1  history^  we  shall  not  waste  oui  own  aiA  ^^ 
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reader's  time  with  any  farther  notice  of  it.  There 
remains^  then,  only  the  charge  of  forgery  and  fraad, 
which  is  the  only  one  he  attempts  to  sustain. 

He  admits  all  that  the  Archbishop  says  of  the  do- 
nation by  Pepin  and  Charlemagne  of  Rome  and  the 
adjacent  provinces  to  the  Popes,  and  the  circumstan- 
ces under  which  it  was  made ;  but  'Uhe  Archbishop/' 
he  says,  "  tells  only  half  the  story." 

Here  is  the  story  as  told  by  the  Archbishop  (p.  165, 
seqq.) :  "In  the  year  327  the  Emperor Gonstantine 
transferred  the  seat  of  empire  from  Rome  to  Con- 
stantinople  Abandoned  to  itself,  Rome 

became  a  tempting  prey  to  those  numerous  hordes  of 
barbarians  from  the  North  that  then  devastated  Italy. 
The  city  was  successively  attacked  by  the  Goths 
under  AlariCj  and  by  the  Vandals  imder  Genseric, 
and  was  threatened  by  the  Huns  under  Attila.  Un- 
able to  obtain  assistance  firom  the  Emperor  in  the  East 
or  the  Governor  at  Ravenna,  the  citizens  of  Rome 
looked  up  to  the  Popes  as  their  only  Governors  and 
protectors  ....  in  the  dangers  which  threatened 
them.  The  confidence  ...  was  not  misplaced.  The 
Popes  were  not  only  devoted  spiritual  Fathers,  but  firm 
and  valiant  civil  governors.  When  Attila,  who  was  sur- 
named  'the  Scourge  of  God,'  approached  the  city 
with  an  array  of  500,000  men.  Pope  Leo  the  Great 
went  out  to  meet  him  without  any  troops  at  his  back, 
but  by  his  mild  eloquence  he  disarmed  the  indomitfr- 
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>le  cliiefkain  and  induoed  blm  to  retrace  his  steps. 
Thus  he  saved  the  city  from  pillage  and  the  people 
rom  destmction.  The  same  Pope  Leo  also  con- 
ronted  Genseric,  the  leader  of  the  Vandals }  and 
Ithoiigh  he  could  not  this  time  protect  Rome  from 
he.plunder  of  the  soldiers^  he  saved  the  lives  of  the 
itizens  from  slaughter.  Such  acts  as  these  were 
laturally  calculated  to  bind  the  Roman  people  more 
trongly  to  the  Popes,  and  to  alienate  them  from 
hose  who  were  their  nominal  rulers.  In  the  early 
)axt  of  the  eighth  century,  Leo  Isauricus  ....  en- 
leavored  to  usurp  spiritual  jurisdiction  ....  This 
conduct  of  the  emperor  tended  to  widen  still  more  the 
)reach  between  himself  and  the  Roman  people.'' 

Had  the  Popes  been  ambitious  of  royal  power  it 
vould  have  been  easy  for  tlicm  at  this  period  to  as- 
luine  the  title  of  Kings  of  Rome,  or  even  of  Italy. 
Tet  they  steadily  acknowledged  the  sovereign  right 
)f  the  emperors  (Pelagius  II.,  Ep.  1  ad  Greg.  Diac; 
^.  Greg.  M.  Ep.  62  ad  Mauiitium  Imp.  j  S.  Agathon 
n  Synod,  vi.  etc.),  and  used  all  their  influence  to 
leutralize  in  the  popular  mind  the  evil  effects  of  Im- 
p^al  neglect  and  Imperial  interference  with  reli- 
^on. 

"  Soon  after,"  continues  the  Archbishop,  ^'  an  event 
occurred  which  abolished  forever  the  authority  of  the 
Byzantine  Emperors  in  Italy,  and  established  on  a 
sure  and  lastinsf  basis  the  tempoial  BOvetevewX,^  qI 
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the  Popes.  In  754,  Astolphus,  King  of  the  Lom- 
bards, invaded  Italy,  captoiing  some  Italian  cities, 
and  threatening  to  advance  on  Rome.  Pope  Stephen 
III.  [or  II.],  who  then  ruled  the  Church,  sent  an 
urgent  appeal  to  the  Emperor  Gonstantine  Goprony- 
mus  ....  imploring  him  to  come  to  the  relief  of 
Rome  and  his  Italian  provinces.  The  Emperor  mani- 
fested his  usual  apathy  and  indifference,  and  received 
the  message  with  coldness  and  neglect.  In  this 
emergency  Stephen,  who  sees  that  no  time  is  to  be 
lost,  crosses  the  Alps  in  person,  approaches  Pepin, 
King  of  France,  and  begs  that  powerful  Monarch  to 
protect  the  Italian  people,  who  were  utterly  aban- 
doned by  those  that  ought  to  be  their  defenders. 
The  pious  King,  after  paying  his  homage  to  the 
Pope,  sets  out  for  Italy  with  his  army,  defeats  the 
invading  Lombards,  and  places  the  Pope  at  the  head 
of  the  conquered  provinces.  Gharlemagne,  the  suc- 
cessor of  Pepin,  not  only  confirms  the  grant  of  his 
father,  but  increases  the  temporal  domain  of  the 
Pope  by  donating  him  some  additional  provinces.'' 

No  power  on  earth  c^n  boast  a  more  honorable 
origin  than  this.  It  springs  from  the  free  gift  of  the 
conquerors  in  a  just  war,  to  those  who  had  already, 
by  eminent  service,  acquired  a  sovereignty  over  the 
hearts  of  the  people. 

But,  says  the  Doctor,  this  is  "  only  half  the  story  f 
and  he  offers  to  supply  the  "missing  link"  from 
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^  Janus/'  backed  by  Gieseler  and  Bower,  and  the 
kuthorities  severally  produced  by  them  (p.  180). 

Our  readers  will  probably  smile  at  the  idea  of 
;oing  to  Janus  for  impartial  information  on  the 
►resent  subject.  Like  Dupin,  another  of  the  Doctor's 
uthoritieSy  Janus  is  notorious  for  his  hostility  to  the 
^opes  'j  but,  unlike  Dupin,  he  hides  from  the  public 
behind  an  assumed  name.  The  works  of  both  are 
hiefly  known  to  scholars  as  storehouses  of  calumnies 
gainst  the  Church,  ready  formulated  for  the  use  of 
olemical  hucksters.  Bower,  another  of  the  Doctoi's 
athorities,  and  an  apostate  from  the  Ohurch,  is  thus 
poken  of  by  the  Protestant  Dr.  Whiston  (Memoirs, 
d  Ed.,  London,  1750):  "  .  .  .  .  tho'  Mr.  Bower 
as  gotten  rid  of  the  prejudices  of  Popery,  yet  has  he 
»y  no  means  gotten  clear  of  the  prejudices  of  some 
^rotestants  as  an  impartial  writer  of  history .  ^  Gieseler, 
7ho  is  brought  up  with  Bower  to  back  Janus,  is  so 
ax  from  siding  with  them,  that  we  need  not  go  out- 
ide  of  his  pages  for  testimony  to  refate  them. 

So  much  for  the  Doctor's  authorities :  now  let  us 
IX  clearly  the  point  at  issue.  ''  About  the  middle 
>f  the  ninth  century,'^  says  Gieseler  (Period  III.  §  20), 
^  appeared  gradually  an  Isidorian  collection  enlarged 
mih  many  false  decretals;"  and  in  a  note  he 
idds,  "  How  rich  this  period  generally  was  in  such 
forgeries  may  be  seen,  etc."  This  is  perfectly 
brue  J  there  were  many  documents  f otgesd  aNiovA.  ^Jaa^. 
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time,  and  among  them  one  called  Dono^  Oanstan- 
tini  M.J  purporting  to  be  tlie  form  of  a  grant  made 
by  Constantine  the  Great,  by  which  he  oonv^yed 
Italy  and  the  Western  Provinces  to  Sylvester  I. 
Everybody  admits  the  Donatio  to  be  a  forgery ;  now 
the  question  is,  Had  this  forgery  anything  to  do  with 
the  grant  made  to  the  Popes  by  Pepin  and  Charle- 
magne t  We  say  it  had  not;  Dr.  Steams,  on  the 
other  hand,  says  that  the  temporal  power  of  the  Popes 
originated  m  that  very  forgery. 

Here  is  the  story  as  told  by  the  Doctor  in  ib»  words 
of  Janus :  '^  After  the  middle  of  the  eighth  century  the 
.feunous  Donation-  of  Constantino  was  conoocted  at 
Rome.  It  is  based  on  the  earlier  fifth-oentory  legend 
of  his  cure  from  leprosy  and  baptism  by  Pope  Sylves- 
ter, which  is  repeated  at  length,  and  the  Emperor  is 
.  said,  out  of  gratitude,  to  have  bestowed  Italy  and  the 
Western  Provinces  (Lombardy,  Venetiaand  Istria)  on 
the  Pope,  and  also  to  have  made  many  regulations 
about  the  honorary  prerogatives  and  dress  of  the 
Koman  clergy.  The  Pope  is,  moreover,  represented  as 
lord  and  master  of  all  Bishops,  and  having  authority 
over  the  four  great  thrones  [Patriarchal  Sees]  of  Anti- 
och,  Alexandria,  Constantinople,  and  Jerusalem.  The 
forgery  betrayed  its  Roman  authorship  in  every  line; 
it  is  self-evident  that  a  cleric  of  the  Lateran  Church 
['  a  Roman  subdeacon,  John,'  as  Janus  intimates 
in  a  note]  was  the  composer.    The  document  was 
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obviously  inteaded  to  be  shown  to  the  Frankish 
Kmgy  Pepin,  and  must  have  been  compiled  just 

before  754 This  induced  Pepin  to  offer  the 

Pope  a  hoiliage  so  foreign  to  Frankish  ideas,  and 
the  Pope  told  him  from  the  first  that  he  expected,  not 
a  gift,  but  restitution  from  him  and  his  Franks.  .  •  . 
Twenty  years  later  the  need  was  felt  at  Rome  of  a 
more  extensive  invention  or  interpolation.  ...  In 
774,  Pepin's  son,  Charles  the  Great  (Charlemagne), 
after  taking  Pavia,  became  King  of  the  Longobardic 
territory  stretching  far  southwards.     No  more  could 

be  said  about  the  gift  of  Constantino So  a 

document  was  laid  before  the  King  in  Rome,  pro- 
fessing to  be  his  father's  gift  or  promise  (promissio) 
of  Kiersy.  He  renewed  it  as  it  was  shown  him,  and 
gave  away  thereby  the  greater  part  of  Italy."  (p.  180 
seqq,  of  Dr.  Stearns's  book  with  reference  to  Janus, 
The  Fope  and  the  Coimcil,  sect  vii,) 

"Such,"  adds  the  Doctor,  "were  the  documents 
palmed  off  upon  Pepin  and  Charlemagne  to  induce 
them  to  make  over  to  the  Pope  the  territories  they 
had  rescued  from  the  Lombards"  (p.  183).  We  hope 
to  show  that  these  documents  were  never  "  palmed 
off  upon  Pepin  and  Charlemagne." 

"  It  is  self-evident,"  says  the  Doctor,  "that  a  cleric 
of  the  Lateran  Church  was  the  composer."  The 
cleric  here  meant  is  the  subdeacon  John.  Others 
have  held  this  opinion,  too.     We  do  not  object  ta  vt 
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just  here ;  for  it  makes  short  work  of  the  Doctor's 
charge.  If,  then,  '4t  is  self-evident ''  thut  the  subdea- 
con  John  was  the  composer,  it  is  also  self-evident  that 
the  document  was  neither  "compiled  jost'b^re  754," 
nor  "  palmed  off  upon  Pepin.'*  Wo  take  our  proof 
from  "the  authorities  produced  by  Gieseler"  in  the 
very  note  to  which  Dr.  Steams  refers  (n.  20,  §  20, 
Period  III.)  "This  John,"  he  says,  "is  discovraed 
(Marqu.  Freherus)  ....  about  875;  J.  Morinns 
....  identifies  him  with  Johannes  Diaconus  about 
963."  Now,  if  the  Roman  cleric  was  not  the  com- 
poser, the  Doctor's  leading  assertion  is  false;  if  he 
was  the  composer,  then  we  ask  how  could  the  forgery 
of  a  man  who  lived  about  875  or  963  be  "  compiled 
just  before  754  "  and  "  palmed  off  upon  Pepin!" 

There  is  no  need  of  saying  more— the  reader  sees 
the  Doctor's  difficulty.  Yet,  that  we  may  not  ^eem 
to  dismiss  the  subject  too  abruptly,  we  shall  cite  two 
more  authorities  from  Gieseler,  promising,  moreover, 
not  to  embarrass  the  Doctor  by  any  further  aUuaion 
to  his  anachronous  Roman  cleric.  In  that  same  note 
(20)  of  Gieseler  to  which  the  Doctor  so  tinacoounta- 
bly  refers,  we  are  told  that  "there  are  also  obvious 
references  to  it  [the  forged  document]  by  Hinomar, 
Ep.  III.,  c.  13  j"  but  even  admitting  the  authenti- 
city of  the  passages,  will  "  obvious  references"  to  it 
by  Hincmar  towards  the  close  of  the  ninth 
century    prove  that    it   was    "compiled   just    be- 
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fore  t54f'  The  nearest  figure  to  the  Doctor's 
date  is  g^ivein  hy  a  well-known  enemy  of  the 
Pc^res.  "On  the  other  side,"  says  Gieseler,  "is 
de  Marca,  according  to  whom  the  original  docmnent 
was  composed  A.D.  767.''  But,  again,  767  is  c^fter, 
not  "just  before,  764."  And  in  the  following  note 
(21)  Gieseler  himself  tells  ns :  "  There  is  one  old 
Latin  text  of  it,  but  four  Gr^ek  texts.  .  .  .  The 
first  alone  is  of  historical  importance,  being  found  in 
the  Fseodo-Isidorian  X>ecretals,"  and  there — ^where  it 
is  first  found — ^it  properly  belongs.  But  the  Pseudo- 
Isidorian  Decretals  were  compiled  about  the  middle 
of  the  ninth  century,  not  "just  before  754." 

We  hare  purposely  confined  ourselves  to  Gieseler 
on  this  point,  in  order  to  show  that  the  single  his- 
torian of  any  r^pectability  to  whom  the  Doctor 
appeals,  gives  him  no  authority  for  saying  that  the 
forgery  was  "compiled  just  before  754."  But,  we 
might  grant  the  Doctor  that  the  forgery  was  com- 
posed in  the  year  1^  if  he  so  wishes ;  yet  he  could 
never  prove  that  the  Popes  had  anything  to  do  with 
it.  We  take  our  proofs  of  this  assertion  from  the 
document  itself.  It  is  there  stated  that  the  Church 
is  subject  to  the  Empire,  and  that  the  Popes  owe 
their  Primacy  over  the  other  four  Patriarchs  to  the 
liberality  of  Constantine,  not  to  the  positive  institution 
of  Chri^.  Now  these  two  statements  are  heretical, 
and  consequently  could  never  have  been  coimtenaac^d 
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by  the  Popes.  Moieover,  the  divine  institation  of 
the  Primacy  is  the  somoe  of  all  their  power  and 
dignity ;  now^  even  supposing  that  the  Popes  could 
l>e  so  carried  away  by  amlndon  as  to  endorse  a 
forgery  and  connive  at  a  heresy;  is  it  possible  that 
they  could  be  so  stupid  as  to  disclaim  the  Primacy 
and  thus  destroy,  with  their  own  hands,  the  foundation 
of  all  their  greatness  t  Agsun,  the  Popes  have  never 
attributed  their  rights  and  possessions  as  temporal 
sovereigns  to  Constantine,  but  to  Pepin  and  Charle- 
magne. Paul  I.,  for  instance,  writing  to  Pepin  in 
759,  and  Adrian  I.  to  Charlemagne  in  776,  make 
this  acknowledgment  in  the  plainest  terms.  But  if 
they  had  palmed  off  a  forgery  to  deceive  Pepin  and 
Charlemagne,  is  it  likely  that  they  would  afterwards 
contradict  themselves  in  their  letters  t  In  a  word, 
to  satisfy  Dr.  Steams  we  must,  at  one  moment  make 
the  Popes  monsters  of  depravity  and  the  personifica- 
tion of  cunning,  and  the  next  allow  them  scarcely 
sense  enough  to  remove  them  one  degree  above 
idiocy. 

Moreover,  we  happily  possess  the  formula  of  agree- 
ment (Pactionis  Foedus)  made  between  the  Pope  and 
Pepin  at  Kiersy,  and  the  Diplomas  of  Donation 
given  to  the  See  of  Peter  by  Pepin  and  Charlemagne; 
but  in  none  of  them  is  there  the  remotest  allusion  to 
a  donation  of  temporal  dominion  made  by  Constan- 
tine  to  the  Roman  Church.     Yet  the  donation  by 
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G^ttstantsDW  sHould  hsi^ve  been  recited  as  a  motive  of 
their  grant^  out  of  deference  to  the  pre}iidices  of  the 
TmakSf  if  it  he  tnie  that  their  ^'  homage  to  the  Pope 
was  so  fbrei^  to  Frankish  ideas  i''  and  if  thek  lib- 
enJity  would  draw  on  them  ''  the  enmity  of  the  still 
powerful  Imperial  Gomi;,"  as  Br.  Steams  asserts 

(p.  isax 

We  see,  theuy  that  neither  the*  testimony  of  his- 

(onamS;  nor  the  intrinsic  evidence  ofiered  by  the  doc- 

nment  itself,  nor  the  interest  of  the  Popes^  nor  their 

adnisaonst  m  a.ttthestio  letters,  nor  the  very  Diplo^ 

mae  of  Dttaation  grven  by  Pepin  ami  Charfemagne 

afford  any  ground  for  the  chaorge  that  the  temporal 

power  of  the  Popes  originated  in  forgery. 

Yet,  regardless  of  all  this,  "  in  the  year  of  grace, 

1870,''  says  the  pious  and  learned  Doctor,  "  God  be 

praised,  the  successor  of  Stephen  and  Adrian  was 

made  to  disgorge  the  ill-gotten  gain;  whereat  one 

tmiversal  whine — ^five  hundred  years  earlier  it  would 

liave  been  a  howl— -Arose  from  all  Ultramontane 

CThcistendom^"    This  is  a  sad  commentary  on  the 

I>octor'8  ethics.    Even  supposing  the  forgery,  would 

not  possession  for  mote  than  1100  years  have  cured 

tbe  defect  in  the  original  title  t    And,  further,  sup-^ 

posing  the  defect  not  cured,  what  right  had  the  Ital* 

ian  government  to  dispossess  the  successor  of  Stephen 

aaid  Adnan  t    Were  they  the  lawful  heirs  of  Pepin 

aadCharlema^et    ^  God  be  praised,"  indeed^  for 
22 
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an  act  contrary  to  all  laW;  natural,  Ohristian,  inter- 
national and  civil ! 

We  make  no  comment  on  the  "  whine  ^  and  "  howl.^ 
The  severest  thing  we  could  say  is  that  the  Doctor  is 
capable  of  using  such  language.  But  we  do  protest 
in  the  name  of  religious  decency  against  a  man's 
praising  God  and  insulting  his  fellow-men  in  the 
same  breath.  It  is  an  incongruity  shocking  to  every 
instinct  of  Christianity.  That  the  Doctor  could  get 
so  mi^ed  up  in  these  first  principles  of  the  religion 
he  is  supposed  to  teach,  is,  however^  some  excuse  in 
our  eyes  for  his  aberrations  on  the  question  of  the 
Temporal  Power  of  the  Popes. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

THE  nrVOCATION  OF  SAINTS. 

Heub,  at  the  outset,  the  Archbishop  proposes  the 
Catholic  teaching  with  regard  to  the  Invocation  of 
Saints.  ^*  The  Church,''  he  says,  "  simply  declares 
that  it  is  ^us^ul  and  salutary '  to  ask  their  prayers ;" 
and  presently,  to  dispel  the  existing  prejudices  of  our 
dissenting  brethren,  he  adverts  to  the  fact  that  "  all 
the  prayers  of  the  Church  end  with  the  formula : 
^  Through  our  LordJestis  Christ/  sufficiently  indicat- 
ing her  belief  that  Christ  is  the  Mediator  qf  ScUvaOonJ* 
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This  teaching  of  the  Church  is  embodied  in  the 
solemn  declarations  of  her  highest  tribunal.  The 
Council  of  Trent,  in  the  decree  "Concerning  the 
[nvocation  of  Saints,  etc./'  promulgated  in  the  25th 
session,  explicitly  "  Enjoins  upon  all  Bishops  and 
)thers  having  the  office  and  charge  of  teaching  others, 
:hat,  according  to  the  usage  of  the  Catholic  and 
A^postolic  Church,  received  from  the  primitive  times 
)f  the  Christian  religion,  and  according  to  the  con- 
sent of  the  holy  Fathers,  and  the  decrees  of  sacred 
Councils,"  the  faithful  be  taught  that  "  it  is  good 
uid  useful  suppliantly  to  invoke  the  saints,  and  to 
ly  to  their  prayers,  aid  and  assistance,  in  order  to 
ibtain  favor  from  God  through  His  Son^  Jestis  Christ 
yur  Lord,  Who  is  our  only  Bedeemer  and  Saviour  J^ 
[s  it  not,  then,  manifestly  unjust  to  assert  that  while 
invoking  the  saints  we  forget  or  despise  the  interces- 
sion of  our  "only  Redeemer,  Jesus  Christ?"  Do 
we  make  them  our  immediate  intercessors  with  God, 
ar  attribute  to  them,  of  themselves  and  independently 
d>i  the  merits  of  Christ,  any  power  to  assist  us  or  to 
^nt  our  petitions?  Assuredly  not.  We  have 
recourse  to  them,  because  we  believe  them  to  be  very 
dear  friends  of  God,  and  as  such  capable,  nay  far 
more  capable  than  ourselves,  of  interceding  for  us, 
Euid  obtaining  for  us,  through  the  merits  of  our 
Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  spiritual  succor  and  salvation. 
Yet  Dr.  Steams  insinuates  that  Catholics  do  not 
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address  ibfimfielves  directly  to  Gk>d  t^  implore  Sk 
mercy ;  and  that  pmyer  to  tlie  saints  prevents  <^ein 
from  placing  all  their  oonfidfince  and  liope»i  tbeOne 
Mediator,  Christ  Jesus.  Was  there  eTor  a  greaEter 
nusapprehension  q{  Catholic  doctrine  aad  practice  f 
To  what  purpose  does  our  Rer.  Doctor  quote  the 
words  of  St.  Paul  (Hebrews  iv.  16):  ^Let  us  go, 
therefore,  with  confidence  to  the  throne  of  grace,  that 
we  may  <A>taiii  mercy  and  find  grace  in  reasonable 
fad,^'  As  if  Catholics,  forsooth,  do  not  implore  grace 
biefcNre  the  throne  of  the  Most  HighJ  Is  not  the 
Catholic  child  taught,  at  his  mether^s  knee,  to  lisp 
the  Lord's  Prater,  and  to  turn  his  innocent  heart  to 
Ood  that  he  uokj  obtam  the  abundance  of  Hi3  m^- 
cies  ?  What  is  the  meaning  of  the  acts  of  faith,  hope, 
love  and  contrition,  which  are  to  be  found  on  the  very 
first  page  of  the  Catholic  Catechism  t  Dr.  Stearns 
informs  us  that  he  has  in  his  possession  a  copy  of  the 
Eoman  Breviary,  a  book  of  prayarin  daily  use  anumg 
the  priests  aaid  ,  other  ministers  of  tho  Church. 
Surely,  then,  he  has  found  in  it  a  collection  of  beau- 
tiful and  touching  prayers,  addressed  directly  to  Crod^ 
and  a  selection  of  passages  from  Holy  Writ  and  the 
writings  of  the  Fathers,  exhorting  us  to  the  service 
and  love  of  GU>d,  and  the  practice  of  all  virtues  Ibr 
His  glory. 

St.  Augustine  and  St.  Chrysostom  are  quoted  by 
Dr.  Steiirns  to  tell  us  that  we  need  no  MediatorJ^ut 
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our  Lord  Jesus  Cluist,  between  ourselves  and  Grod ; 
that ''  for  this  cause  did  He  take  flesh,  that  we  may- 
have  the  boldness  to  speak  unto  Him."  Is  it  possi- 
ble? Who  is  the  child  among  Catholics  who  has 
not  learned  this  in  his  first  lessons  of  the  Catechism  t 
Had  not  Archbishop  Gibbqns  said  that  whereas  the 
prayers  of  the  Church  terminate  with  the  formula 
"through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ/'  we  have,  even  by 
this  fact  alone,  clear  and  sufficient  evidence  of  her 
belief  that  Christ  is  the  one  Mediator  of  Salvation  ? 
Latter  on,  however,  it  shall  be  our  pleasing  duty  to 
supplement  Dr.  Stearns's  quotations  by  other  passages 
firom  St.  Augustine  and  St.  Chrysostom,  which  show 
how  firmly  they  believed  in  the  invocation  of  the 
saints,  and  how  earnestly  they  were  accustomed  to 
exhort  their  flocks  to  the  practice  of  so  salutary  a 
devotion. 

The  reverend  Doctor  endeavors  to  substantiate  his 
misrepresentation  of  Catholic  doctrine  by  calling 
special  attention  to  the  worship,  paid  by  Catholics  to 
the  Ever  Virgin  Mother  of  God,  and  is  greatly 
scandalized  at  certain  manifestations  of  this  devotion 
as  found  in  Catholic  books  of  piety.  In  the  follow- 
ing chapter  we  propose  to  examine  this  question  at 
length. 

Not  satisfied  with  asserting  that  it  is  "  useful  and 
salutary "  to  invoke  the  prayers  of  the  saints.  Arch- 
bishop Gibbons  has  demonstrated  his  assertion,  start- 
22* 
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mg  from  the  positioa,  erident  to  every  imbkused 
mind^  that  we  are  warranted  in  drawing  the  eoncls- 
sion  that  it  is  a  salataiy  practice  to  invoke  tite 
prayers  of  the  blessed  in  heaven,  provided  we  can 
prove  (1)  that  they  hear  our  prayers  ^  and  (^)  that 
Uiey  have  the  power  and  the  w^  to  assist  us.  In 
support  of  this  twofold  proposition,  he  adduces  pas- 
sages fix)in  Holy  Writ  and  from  the  writings  of  the 
Fathers,  who  fiomished  in  the  first  ages  of  Chris- 
tianity, which  go  to  prove  that  the  angels  and  saints 
are  not  only  acquainted  with  oar  afiahs  on  earth,  but 
also  have  hoih.  the  power  and  the  will  to  help  as; 
since  their  supplications  are  most  efficacious  with 
God,  and  they  are  animated  with  the  most  fervent 
charity  in  our  regard.  What  has  Dr.  Steams  to 
say  in  reply?  He  is  a  skilfal  tactician.  He  is 
aware  that  it  is  far  easier  to  fight  the  enemy  from 
your  own  vantage-ground,  than  to  attack  him  in  his 
entrenchments,  and  so  he  wisely  changes  the  face  of 
the  controversy.  Instead  of  meeting  the  arguments 
squarely,  he  proceeds  to  quote  from  the  Profession 
of  Faith  drawn  up  by  Pope  Pius  IV.,  these  words: 
•*  the  Saints,  reigning  with  Christ,  are  to  be  venerated 
and  invoked;"  and  suppressing  the  words  which 
follow  and  explain  the  preceding,  viz. :  "  and  they 
[the  saints]  offer  their  prayers  to  God  for  us,''  exerts 
himself  to  demonstrate  that  the  spirits  of  the  just 
neither  actually  reign  with  Christ,  nor  shall  reigB 
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inth  Him  until  after  the  resurrection,  thence  inler- 
xing  that  the  saints  are  not  to  be  venerated  and 
invoked.  For,  says  he  '^  tihe  foundation  of  the  JRo- 
man  doctrine  being  thus  taken  away,  the  superstruo- 
ture  would  seem  to  go  with  it  ^  (p.  191).  Afterwards, 
however,  he  condescends  to  examine  some  of  the 
Archbishop's  argomenfs. 

The  reader  will  soon  be  enabled  to  judge  for  him- 
self how  completely  Dr.  Steams  has  failed  in  his 
valorous  onset  against  ^^  the  foundation  of  the  Eoman 
doctrine.''  But  let  him  remark  that  this  shifting  of 
the  question  will  not  be  of  the  slightest  aid  to  him. 
Even  were  we  to  unite  with  him  in  denying,  what  we 
stoutly  affirm,  and  will  shortly  demonstrate,  that  the 
saints  now  reign  with  Christ,  it  would  not  follow  that 
therefore  they  are  not  to  be  invoked. 

Again,  we  call  the  reader's  attention  to  a  raUier 
fdgnificaiit  admission  on  the  Doctor's  part.  The 
Archbishop,  commenting  on  two  passages  of  Scrip- 
ture (Luke  XV.  10,  and  I.  Cor.  iv.  9)  had  said :  "  To 
pass  from  the  Old  to  the  New  Testament,  bur 
Saviour  declares  that  '  there  shall  be  joy  bd^ore  the 
angels  of  God  upon  one  sinner  doing  penance.' 
Then  the  angels  are  glad  whenever  you  repent  of 
your  sins.  Now,  what  is  repentance  ?  It  is  a  change 
of  heart.  It  is  an  interior  operation  of  the  will.  The 
saints,  therefore,  are  acquainted — ^we  know  not  how 
—not  only  with  your  actions  and  words,  but  even  with 
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your  very  thoughts.  And  when  St  Paul  says  tliat 
'  wo  aro  mad©  a  spectacle  to  the  world,  to  angels, 
i^nd  to  men/  what  does  he  mean,  unless  that  as  our 
ac^tions  aro  seen  by  men,  even  so  they  are  visible  to 
the  angels  in  heaven  ?"  Forced  by  "  dire  necessity," 
Dr.  Steams  (p.  193)  yields  a  point  and  admits  that 
the  passages  of  Holy  Writ  alleged  "show  that 
the  angels  know,  more  or  less,  what  is '  going  on 
here."  Why  he  should  qualify  his  admission  with 
"  more  or  less,"  is  not  very  intelligible,  but  at  least 
wo  thank  him  for  the  avowal  that  the  angels  of  Ood 
do  know  what  occurs  on  earth. — ^But  the  Archbishop 
spoke  of  saints  as  well  as  of  angels.  Very  true,  but 
ho  has  taken  the  precaution  to  add :  "  Our  Lord  de- 
clares that  the  saints  in  heaven  (Matth.  xxii.  30), 
shall  be  like  the  angelic  spirits,  by  possessing  the 
same  knowledge,  enjoying  the  same  happiness ;"  and 
fitlnco  Dr.  Steams  admits  that  they  will  be  like  them 
after  the  resurrection,  all  difficulty  will  be  set  at  rest 
when  wo  shall  have  proved,  as  we  shall  soon  do,  that 
for  tlio  saints  the  enjoyment  of  the  beatific  vision  of 
QtHi  is  not  deferred  until  after  the  day  of  general 
r(«iurreoti(m. 

l>nco  more,  would  the  Doctor  have  the  kindness  to 

itvpbdn  why  he  makes  not  even  the  most  distant 

dimdan  to  the  arguments,  which  the  Archbishop  has 

^InMm  trom  the  Gospel  narrative  of  Dives  and  Abra- 

teu  (lioke  xvi.  19-31),  and  from  the  supernatural 
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vision  of  Judas  Macbabaeos  related  in  tbe  second 
Book  of  Macbabeesf    Witb  regard  to  tbe  former 
passage  ^  tbe  Arcbbisbop  sajs  (p.  186) :  ^'  We  read 
m  tbe  Gospel  ibat  Dives,  wbalB  sufEerki^  in  ibe 
plaee  of  tbe  reprebabes,  earnestly  besougbt  Abca- 
bam  to    cool  bis  burning  tlnrst.     And  Abrabam, 
tbeugb  detained  in  Umbo,  was  aMe  to  listen  and 
reply  to  bim.    Now,  if  communication  could  exist 
between   tbe  souls  of  tbe  just  and  of  tbe  repro- 
bate ;  bow  mudi  easier  is  it  to  suppose  tbat  inter- 
ebaxige  of  tbougbt  can  exist  between  tbe  saints  in 
keaven  and  tbeir  bsetbren  on  aartb?^     And  oe>n- 
ceming  tbe  text  from  Macbabees,  tbe  D  actor's  silenoe 
is  extremely  suspicious,  for,  as  tbe  Arcbbdsbop  je- 
marks,  ^Hbe  Book  oi  Macbabees,  tbougb  not  ,a/i- 
mitted  by  our  dissenting  iM^etbren  te  be  in^ired, 
xnu^  be  at  least  acknowledged  by  tbem  as  a  faitbfuil 
Idstprical  record,^  giving  evident  proof  tbat  God's 
<}bosen  people  of  old  believed  tbat  tbe  saints  bear 
«ur  prayers,  are  acquainted  witb  our  perils  and  ne- 
<)essities,  and  bave  tbe  power  and  will  to  assist  us  by 
tbeir  intercession. 

Tbese  are  tbe  words  taken  from  II.  Macb.  o.  xv. 
^s.  12-16,  wbere  the  vision  wliicb  Judas  Macbabaeus 
Tiad  of  Onias  and  Jeremias,  botb  of  whom  bad  been 
3(mg  ^ce  dead,  are  related :  "  Now  tlie  vision  was 
in  this  manner.  Onias,  wbo  bad  been  bigb-priest,  a 
good  and  virtuous  man,  modest  in  bis  looks,  gentle 
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in  his  manners,  and  graceful  in  his  speech,  and  who 
from  a  child  was  exercised  in  virtues,  holding  up  his 
hands,  prayed  for  all  the  people  of  the  Jews.     After 
this  there  appeared  also  another  man,  admirable  for 
age  and  glory,  and  environed  with  great  beauty  and 
majesty.    Then  Onias  answering  said :  This  is  a  lover 
of  his  brethren,  and  of  the  people  of  Israel :  this  is 
he  that  prayeth  much  for  the  people  and  for  the 
holy  city,  Jeremias,  the  prophet  of  God.     Where- 
upon Jercmias  stretched  forth  his  right  hand  and 
gave  to  Judas  a  sword  of  gold,  saying :  Take  this 
holy  sword,  a  gift  from  God,  wherewith  thou  shalt 
overthrow  the  adversaries  of  my  people,  IsraeL" 

Dr.  Steams  can  be  witty  at  times.     Gommentii&g 
on  the  argument  which  Archbishop  Gibbons  deduo^B 
from  the  words  of  the  Apocalypse  (v.  8) :  "  And 
four  and  twenty  ancients  fell  down  before  the 
having  every  one  of  them  harps,  and  golden  yij 
full  of  odours,  which  are  the  prayers  qf  saint^': 
he  considers, it  doubtful  that  St.  John  intended    ^ 
imply  that  "  the  odours  were  transubstantiated  ixm^ 
prayers."     Not  bad  for  the  learned  Doctor,  but 
hope  that  there  was  not 

"  More  act  of  malice,  than  integrity  " 

in  the  use  of  a  term  which  is,  indeed,  sacred  amo 
Catholics,  but  which  can  have  no  possible  applicatL 
in  the  present  instance.   For  what  more  does  the 
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bishop   imply  than  is  explicitly  admitted  by  Dr. 
Steams,  viz.,  that  "  the  odours  symbolize  the  prayers" 
of  the  saints;  in  other  words  that  the  whole  passage 
figuratively  describes  the  Saints  as  interceding  with 
us  before  the  throne   of  God,    and    consequently 
demonstrates  that  the  Saints  hear  our  pleadings,  know 
our  wants,  and  assist  us  with  their  prayers  ?     We 
venture,  in  passing,  to  call  the   reader's  attention 
to  the  following  verses  (Apoo.  iv*  4,  10  and  11)  from 
the  preceding  chapter :  '^  And  round  about  the  throne 
were  four  iand  twenty  seats ;  and  upon  the  seats  four 
and  twenty  ancients  sitting,  clothed  in  white  gar- 
ments, and  on  their  heads  were  crowns  of  gold.  ... 
The  four  and  twenty  ancients  fell  down  before  Him 
that  sitteth  on  the  throne,  and  adored  Him  that  liveth 
for  ever  and  ever,  and  cast,  their  crowns  before  the 
throne,  saying :  Thou  art  worthy,  0  Lord  our  Grod, 
to  receive  glory,  and  honor,  and  power  j  because  Thou 
liast  created  all  things,  and  for  Thy  will  they  were 
«,nd  have  been  created."     What  man  of  unprejudiced 
xnind,  after  reading  this,  can  refuse  to  admit  that 
"there  are  saints  in  heaven,  "  sitting  before  the  throne 
of  the  Most  High,"  and  actually  enjoying  the  beatific 
^sion  of  God  f     But  we  shall  return  to  this  point 
lereafter. 

Dr.  Steams  is  greatly  exercised  over  a  passage 
from  the  xlviii.  chapter  of  Genesis,  in  which  the 
patriarch  Jacob  is  described,  on  his  death-bed,  pray- 
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ing  thus  for  bis  two  graiskdobiliben :  '^  The  wagel  tbat 
deliveretb  me  fix)in  all  evils  bless  these  boys."  Tbence 
the' Archbishop  had  inferred  Jacob's  belief  that  the 
angel  could  hear  him.  But  presto !  the  Doetor 
ponnces  upon  him  and  charges  him  with  having  pur- 
posely mutilated  the  quotation,  changed  it  "  in  a  vital 
part/'  because  he  has  neglected  to  quote  the  preced* 
ing  verse,  in  which  Jacob  implores  God's  Messing, 
and  which,  says  the  Doctor^  would  have  shown  the 
eimdid  reader  that  the  angel  in  question  was  '^  net 
a  created  angel,  but  the  uncreated  God !"  (p.  192). 
We  forbear  to  reproduce  the  vever&id:  gentle- 
man's language,  which  is  unpardenably  rode; 
but  we  advise  him  to  "look  before  he  leaps,''  in 
future,  for  he  has  unwittingly  "set  himself  in  the 
teeth  " — ^to  use  ^  phrase  of  his  own— ^f  the  celebrated 
Anglican  commentator  Simon  Patrick  j  Lord  Bishop  of 
Ely  (Patrick,  Com.  on  Genesis,  c.  xlviii.  v.  16.  Lon- 
don, 1 809 ) .  He  not  only  expounds  the  word  "  angel " 
in  the  sense  taken  by  Archbishop  Gibbons,  but  adds 
that  "  many  of  the  ancient  Fathers  (as  Athanasius^ 
Ik  4,  cont.  Arianos,  Cyril  in  h.  loo.,  Procopius 
Gazaeus,  etc.)  understand  hereby  an  uncreated 
angel,  viz.,  the  second  person  of  the  Blessed  Trinity. 
^  But  the  discourse  is  not  concerning  the  sending  oi 
the  Son  oi  God,  in  our  flesh  to  redeem  mankind,  but 
only  concerning  the  preservation  and  prosperity  of 
(me  man ;  and,  therelbre,  I  do  not  know  wheth^  it 
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be  safe  to  call  him  an  angel,  t.  e.j  a  minister,  or  mes- 
senger, lest  we  detract  £rom  liis  divinity.  For  in 
conferring  blessings  He  is  not  a  messenger  or  minister, 
bat  a  principal  cause  together  with  the  Father.' 
They  are  the  words  of  that  fEuaions  divine  Greorg. 
Calixtus,  who  follows  St.  Chrysostomy  who  takes  this 
angel  to  be  one  properly  so  caUed^  and  thence  proves 
that  heavenly  ministers  tak^  care  of  pious  people. 
And  so  does  St.  Basil  in  no  less  than  three  places  of 
his  works,  which  show  it  was  his  settled  opinion J^ 
How  comes  it  that  St.  Ghrysostom,  St.  Basil,  Calix- 
tus, and  Patrick  had  no  fear  of  confounding  ''  the 
identity  of  the  angel  with  the  uncreated  God  ?"  Had 
they  also  ^'mutilated  the  quotation t" 

But  the  invocation  of  the  angels,  says  Dr.  Steams, 
'^  is  just  what  is  reprobated  by  the  Apostle  in  Golos- 
aans  ii,  18,''  aoc<»ding  to  the  cuicurate  Protestant 
version :  ^^Let  no  man  begcdle  you  of  your  reward  in 
a  voluntary  humility  and  worshipping  of  angels  " 
(p.  193).     Surely  the  good  Doctor 

''  Waxes  desperate  with  imagination'' 

when  he  fastens  so  preposterous  an  interpretation 

upon  the  words  of  St.  Paul.     Had  he  taken  the 

trouble  to  read  Theodoret,  and  not  been  satisfied 

with  quoting,  on  the  authority  of  Usher,  a  detached 

passage,  he  would  have  found  this  Father  declaring 

explicitly  (Comm.  in  Ep.  ad  Goloss.  ii.  18)  that 
23 
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St  Paul  reprobates,  not  the  fsath  of  the  Catholics  of 
his  day,  but  the  idolatry  of  Simon  Magus  and  other 
ancient  heretics,  who  paid  a  worship  to  the  angels, 
believing  them  to  be  the  makers  and  lords  of  the 
lower  world,  and  imagined  it  unlawful  to  address 
their  petitions  for  mercy  directly  to  God  Himself. 
The  doctrines  of  these  heretics  found  a  following,  for 
many  years,  in  Phrygia  and  Pisidia,  and  it  was 
against  this  pernicious  heresy  that  the  35th  Canon  of 
the  Council  of  Laodicea,  cited  by  Dr.  Steams,  was 
directed,  and  not  against  the  Catholic  invocation  of 
saints,  which  neither  contains  any  "hidden  idolatry,'' 
nor  supposes  a  "forsaking  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ," 
as  we  have  abundantly  demonstrated.  These  same 
heretics,  concerning  whose  idolatrous  practices  St.  Paul 
warns  the  Colossians,  are  mentioned  by  many  of  the 
early  Fathers;  for  example,  St.  Irenaeus,*  Tertul- 
lian,t  and  St.  Epiphanius.| 

And  St.  Jno.  Chrysostom,§  commenting  on  this 
very  passage  of  St.  Paul,  says :  "  There  are  some  who 
say  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  be  reconciled  and  to  go 
to  the  Father  through  Christ,  but  through  the  Angels, 

.  .  .  and  hence  it  is  that  he  (St  Paul)  every 
way  speaks  of  Christ.'' 


*  Cont.  HfiBF.  Lib.  I.  c.  23. 

t  De  PrsBScrip.  c.  46. 

t  Adv.  Hrores,  Lib.  I.  Tom.  2,  HsBt.  66. 

i  In  £p.  ad  Coloss.  Hom.  YU.,  n.  1. 
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Concerning  the  above-mentioned  Canon  of  the 
Council  of  Laodicea,  Br.  Steams  remarks  with  de- 
lightful candor,  and  again  on  the  authority  of  Usher, 
that  Roman  doctors  found  it  to  be  "  so  sore  a  point,'' 
in  fact  were  so  consdous  that,  as  it  stood,  it  con- 
demned them,  "  that  they  had  recourse  to  the  desper- . 
ate  expedient  of  changing  angelos,  angels,  into  angu- 
lo8,  comers,  and  putting  ad  before  it,  so  as  to  make  it 
read  invocate  at  corners.    Oh, 

"The    .    .    .    tricks  of  Rome!" 

Well,  if  Dr.  Steams  wiU  only  consult  for  himself 
the  most  authoiitative  Boman  collections  of  the  de- 
crees of  Councils  (for  example,  Labbe,  Collect.  Con- 
cil.  Tom.  I.  p.  1503;  Harduin,  Concil.  Tom.  I.  p. 
787),  we  assm^e  him  that  there  is  a  pleasant  surprise 
in  store  for  him  j  since  he  will  discover  there  not  only 
the  original  Greek  text  of  the  Canon  in  question,  but 
the  ancient  Latin  versions  with  the  word  "  Angelos," 
and  not  "  Angulos."  Moreover,  we  mention  for  his 
benefit,  a  few  well-known  names,  Bellarmin  (De 
Sanct.  Beat.  L.  I.  c.  20),  Holtzclau  (Theol.  Wirce- 
burg.  t.  2,  part.  2,  n.  494),  Perrone  (De  Cult.  Sanct. 
0.  2,  obj.  2),  as  instances  of  Boman  theologians,  who 
quote  the  Canon  faithfully,  without  even  alluding  to 
the  existence  of  a  different  reading. 

But  were  the  saints  invocated  by  the  early  Chris- 
tians, "in  the  old  historic  Church  of  our  Fathers"! 
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We  lire  confident  of  onr  ability  to  prbduce  snbstantial 
proofs  that  they  were,  though  we  most  abstain  from 
lengthy  quotations,  lest  this  chapter  grow  out  of  all 
proportion.  Dr.  Steams  has  mentioned  St.  Angus- 
tine  and  St  Ohrysostom.  We  shall  follow  his  ex- 
ample. The  former,  speaking  of  the  feasts  cele- 
brated in  honor  of  the  martyrs,  thus  exhorts  his 
flock:*  "Wherefore,  let  us  celebrate  their  festivals 
with  all  devotion,  as  we  do ;  with  sobet  joy,  pioos 
concourse,  etc.  .  .  .  We  are  filled  with  admiration 
of  them,  they  look  down  with  pity  upon  us ;  we  offer 
them  our  congratulations,  th^y  interciMle  for  ns.^ 
Again  :t  The  Church  "  prayeth  not  for  the  martyrs, 
but  rather  commends  herself  to  their  prayers."  On 
another  occasion  4  "We  pray  not  for  martyrs  j  for 
they  have  gone  out  from  among  us  so  perfectly  porl- 
fiied,  that  they  are  not  recipients  of  our  bounty,  but 
our  advocates.  Not,  however,  of  themselves,  but  in 
Him,  to  whom  they  have  been  united  as  perfect  mem- 
bers. He  is  truly  our  only  advocate  who  maketh 
intercession  for  us,  sitting  at  the  right  hand  of  the 
Father.  But  He  is  our  only  advocate^  after  the  same 
ihanner  as  He  is  our  only  shepherd.  For,  says  He, 
other  'sheep  which  are  not  of  this  fold,  them   also 


*  Serm.  280,  al.  De  Diversls,  103,  n.  6. 
t  Serm.  284,  n.  5. 
t  Serm.  285,  n.  5. 
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must  I  bring  in.'  Though  Christ  be  our  Shepherd, 
is  not  Peter  a  shepherd  f" 

Finally,  in  one*  of  his  many  discourses  concern- 
ing the  blessed  Protomartyr,  St.  Stephen,  St.  Augus- 
tine relates  the  following  miracle.  A  Christian  mother, 
at  Uzalim,  had  lost  h^  child  before  he  was  baptized. 
In  consequence  she  was  grievously  distressed,  since 
she  must  renounce  all  hope  of  meeting  him  in  heaven. 
Filled  with  confidence,  however,  she  flies  to  the 
"Memoria''  of  St.  Stephen,  i.  e.,  to  the  shrine  where 
the  Saint's  relics  were  preserved,  and  there  besought 
him  in  the  following  prayer ;  "  Holy  Martyr !  thou 
seest  that  no  consolation  remains  to  me;  for  I  cannot 
say  that  my  child  is  gone  before  me,  whom  thou 
knowest  to  be  lost;  thou  seest  why  I  mourn.  Re- 
store to  me  my  child,  that  I  may  possess  him  [here- 
after] before  the  face  of  my  God.''  Even  while  she 
prayed,  her  boy  was  restored  to  life,  received  the 
Sacrament  of  regeneration,  and  then  peacefully  ex- 
pired in  the  arms  of  his  pious  mother,  who  had  re- 
ceived the  fulfilment  of  her  wishes.  What  more 
could  be  desired!  Will  Dr.  Steams,  " in  the  teeth" 
of  this  narrative  and  of  the  testimony  of  St.  Augus- 
tme,  venture  to  deny  the  faith  of  the  early  Christians 
b  the  invocation  of  the  saints? 

Not  less  explicit  are  the  words  of  St.  Chrysostom.t 

*  Serm.  324. 

t  Opera,  Tom.  2.  pag.  640.  n.  7,  Migne,  Paris,  1862. 

23* 
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The  holy  doctor,  after  expatiatmg  on  the  virtiifiB 
of  the  Saints  Bemice,  Prosdooe  and  Domnina^ 
oonclndes  thns:  ''Yon  have  no  donbt  felt  mnch 
love  for  these  saints:  with  ardonr,  therefore,  let 
ns  fall  down  before  their  relics  and  embrace  their 
shrines:  for  the  shrines  of  the  mart3rts  can  have 
mnch  virtne,  even  as  the  bones  of  martyrs  have 
great  power.  And  not  only  on  the  day  of  their  fes- 
tival, but  on  other  days  also,  let  ns  approach  them 
and  invoke  them,  and  entrecU  them  to  become  onr  pa- 
trons. For  they  have  great  power  with  God,  not  only 
when  living,  but  now  that  they  are  dead;  and  mnch 
rather  because  they  are  dead;  for  they  bear  upon 
them  the  wounds  of  Christy  and  when  they  show  thesd 
wounds,  they  can  persuade  their  King  [to  grant  them] 
anything." 

So  much  for  the  assistance  which  our  reverend 
friend  hoped  to  obtain  from  St.  Augustine  and  St. 
Ghrysostom. 

Listen  now  to  S.  Gregory  of  Nazianzum,  invoking 
S.  Cyprian :  "  Mayest  thou,''  says  he,  "  look  down 
from  above  propitiously  upon  us  and  guide  our  words 
and  life ;  and  shepherd,  or  shepherd  with  me,  thid 
Miored  flock.''  (Orat.  24  de  S.  Cypr.  n.  19.)  A  similar 
iavooation  to  St.  Athanasius  occurs  in  his  oration  in 
honor  of  that  great  champion  of  the  Catholic  faith. 
See  Orat.  21  in  Laud.  S.  Athan.  Again,  on  another 
oooasiony  speaking  of  St.  Peter  of  Alexandria,  he 
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sayD:  '^He  now^  I  well  know,  looks  down  frotn 
above  upon  our  affairs,  and  stretches  forth  his  hand 
to  those  who  labor  in  the  cause  of  virtue." 

St.  Basil  the  Great  teaches  us  the  same  doctrine. 
In  his  19th  Homily  on  the  40  Martyrs,  n.  8,  he  addres- 
ses them  thus:  "Oh  holy  choir!  Oh  sacred  band!  Oh 
unbroken  host  of  warriors !  Oh  common  guardians  of 
the  human  race !  Ye  gracious  sharers  of  our  cares ; 
ye  cooperators  in  prayer,  most  powerful  intercessors  $ 
stars  of  the  universe  5  flowers  of  the  churches.'' 

And  St.  Ambrose  (de  Viduis  c.  9)  says :  "  The 
angels,  who  have  been  'given  us  for  our  protection, 
are  to  be  invoked  in  our  behalf;  the  martyrs— whose 
patronage  we  seem  to  have  a  claim  to,  by  a  kind  of 
pledge  derived  from  the  body — ^are  to  be  invoked.'' 

One  further  testimony.  A  Spaniard,  Vigilantius, 
whose  name  has  come  down  to  us  only  on  account  of 
his  errors,  dared  to  Bpealk  at  the  beginning  of  the  5th 
century  against  the  invocation  of  the  Saints.  To  re- 
fote  him  S.  Jerome  wrote  a  book,  from  which  we 
quote  the  following  words :  "  If  the  Apostles  and 
martyrs,  while  still  in  the  body,  can  pray  for  others, 
at  a  time  when  they  must  still  be  anxious  for  them- 
selves ;  how  much  more  after  their  crowns,  victories, 
and  triumphs  wont  .  «  .  .  The  Apostle  Paul  de- 
clares that  two  hundred  three  score  and  sixteen 
Bouls^  sailing  with  him,  were  freely  given  him ;  and 
aft^  he  is  dissolved  and  has  begun  to  be  with 


272     THE  TRUE  FAITH  OF  OUR  FOREFATHERS. 

Christy  shall  he  close  his  lips,  and  not  be  able  to 
utter  a  word  in  behalf  of  those  who^  thronghoat  the 
whole  world,  believed  at  his  preaching  of  the  gospel  I 
And  shall  the  living  dog  Yigilantius  be  better  than 
the  dead  lion  f^   (See  Migne,  P.  L.  t.  23,-  p.  360.) 

But  let  us  go  back  a  hundred  years  or  more, 
to  the  days  of  the  martyr  St.  Methodius,  Bishop, 
first  of  Olympus  and  Patara  in  Lycia,  and  later 
of  T}T:e  in  Phoenicia;  who  flourished  towards 
the  close  of  the  third  century,  and  won  his  palm 
about  the  year  312,  according  to  the  testimony 
of  St.  Jerome  and  others.  In  a  sermon  '^on  Simeon 
and  Anna'^  delivered  on  a  Sunday,  which  coincided 
with  their  festival,  we  find  this  very  manifest  invo- 
cation: "Wherefore,  O  most  holy  Mother  of  Grod, 
thou  greatest  of  all  creatures,  thou  who  dost  confi- 
dently exult  in  thy  maternal  honors,  we  beseech  thee 
to  keep  in  everlasting  remembrance  us  who  glory  in 
thee,  and  celebrate,  in  sublime  canticle,  thy  immortal 
memory  which  shall  endure  until  the  end  of  time. 
And  thou  also,  Simeon,  venerable  old  man,  who 
didst  first  receive  our  holy  religion  and  proclaim  the 
iQSorrection  of  the  faithful,  be  thou  our  advocate 
(ambassador),  together  with  her,  before  that  Saviour- 
Qod  whom  thou  didst  merit  to  receive  into  thy  arms.'' 

Moroover,  the  reader  is  aware  that  the  tombs  of 
j^  uglily  martyrs  and   confessors  of  the  Church, 
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wbicli  have  been  discovered  in  the  Oataoombd  be* 
neath  the  city  of  Rome^  aire  frequently  adorned  with 
commemorative  inscriptiong,  not  always  remarkable 
for  exqnisite  latinity,  but  of  extreme  interest  to  the 
archaeologist  and  the  lover  of  tmth.  Sometimes  they 
Consist  merely  of  the  Saint^s  name,  the  date  of  his 
death,  etc.,  bnt  fireqnently  they  take  the  form  of  a 
prayer  or  invocation.  These  last,  of  which  we  snb^ 
join  two  specimens,  are  nndeniable  evidences  of  the 
fjEdth  and  practice  of  those  primitive  times.  Re- 
searches undertaken  in  the  year  1694  brought  to 
light,  in  the  Cemetery  of  Gordian  and  Epimachus, 
the  tomb  of  the  Martyr  Sabbatius,  bearing  the  follow* 
ing  inscription : 

Sabbati .  dolcis  .  anima  .  pete  .  et .  roga 

pro  .  fhitres  .  et .  sodales  .  taos 

SabbatinSy  sweet  soul,  pray  and  entreat  for  thj  biethien 

and  comrades. 

Another  inscription,  in  the  Cemetery  of  Caliztu8| 

tons  thus : 

Attioe  .  spiritns  .  tans 

in  .  bona  .  era .  pro  k  paren 

tibus .  tois 

AtticHs,  thy  spirit  is  in  bliss:  pray  for  thy  parents. 

.  To  these  monuments  we  invite  Dr.  Stearns's  earnest 
(k>n8ideration. 

The  last  point,  which  we  trish  to  make  good 
against  our  Reverend  opponent,  is  the  fact  that  the 
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somts  actnally  reign  in  heaven  with   Christ,  and 
enjoy  the  beatifio  vision  of  Grod.     We  have  aheady 
incidentally  demonstrated  this   point,  and   so,  foiT 
brevity's  sake,  we  shall  restrict  ouxselves  to  a  few^ 
additional  proofs. 

In  St.  Paul's  2d  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians  (v.  8) 
we  find  this  passage :  '^  We  are  confident,  and  have  - 
a  good  will  to  be  absent  rather  £rom  the  body,  and  - 
to  be  present  with  the  Lord."  These  words  lead  ns 
to  conclude  the  existence  of  a  state  in  which  we  are 
"absent  from  the  body,"  yet  not  firom  the  Lord. 
But  there  would  be  no  such  state  in  the  supposition 
that  we  could  not  be  with  the  Lord,  enjoying  His 
presence,  hefcyre  the  resurrection  j  for  afler  the  resur- 
rection we  shall  no  longer  be  ^'  absent  from  the  body." 
We  are  forced,  therefore,  to  conclude  that,  even  be- 
fore the  day  of  general  resurrection,  the  souls  of  the 
righteous  are  admitted  into  the  presence  of  the  Lord. 

But  the  Doctor  will  object,  perhaps,  that  St,  Paul 
speaks,  indeed,  of  being  "  present  to  the  Lord,''  but 
not  of  enjoying  the  beatific  vision  of  God.  Quite 
the  contrary,  for  the  preceding  verse  precludes  any 
such  interpretation.  What  says  the  Apostle  in  verses 
6  and  7  f  "  Knowing  that  while  we  are  in  the  body, 
we  are  absent  from  the  Lord.  For  we  wdUc  by  faith 
ij^ml  not  hy  sights*  In  the  language  of  St. .  Paul, 
iklale  **  absent  from  the  Lord,"  "  we  walk  by  faith/' 
l>iKN*use  we  have  not  yet  been  admitted  to  the  sight 


THE  INVOCATION   OP  SAINTS.  275 

sion  of  the  divine  splendor ;  consequently  "  to  be 
Bnt  to  the  Lord,"  can  have  no  other  meaning  than 
of  being  admitted  to  that  blissful  region  where 
L  ceases,  and  the  eternal  vision  of  God  begins, 
ainly  does  Dr.  Steams  appeal  to  the  words  ad- 
sed  to  Timothy  (II.  Tim.  iv.  8) :  "  There  is 
up  for  me  a  crown  of  justice,  which  the  Lord, 
just  judge,  will  render  to  me  in  that  day ;  and 
only  to  me,  but  to  them  also  that  love  his  com- 
'  Is  it  not  plain  that  the  Apostle  has  reference 
le  crown  which  will  be  rendered  to  the  whole  man, 
is  to  say,  to  Paul,  soul  and  bodp,  and  not  to  the 
onlt/ — of  the  crown  which  will  be  complete  and 
perfect  his  entire  being,  and  will  be  made  mani- 
to  all  in  the  day  of  judgment  ?  No  doubt  this 
)wn  of  justice ''  is  "  laid  up,'?  and  "  the  just  judge 
render"  it  to  St.  Paul  not  earlier  than  the  resur- 
on  day ;  but  long  before  that  day  shall  dawn,  the 
.t  Apostle  who  "longed  to  be  dissolved  and  to  be 
I  Christ ''  (Philipp.  i.  23)  has  been  united  to  his 
eemer,  and  sees  God  "  face  to  face ''  with  the 
els  and  the  spirits  of  the  blessed. 
7e  might  here  introduce  numerous  documents, 
nging  to  the  first  ages  of  the  Church,  in  confir- 
ion  of  the  Catholic  doctrine  that  the  souls  of  the 
,  which  depart  out  of  this  world  with  nothing  to 
sfy  for  to  God's  justice,  are  admitted  to  the  vision 
xod  as  soon  as  they  are  freed  &om  the  trammels 
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of  the  body.     To  say  nothmg  of  the  Acts  of 
Early  Mart}Ts  and  monuments  discoveied  in  ih^^ 
Catacombs;  in  tbe  first  centniy  of  the  Christian 
we  find  St.  Clement  of  Eome  (I.  ad  Corinth,  o.  5] 
declaring  of  St.  Peter :    ''  Martyrinm  passoSy  m 
"bitum  glorice  locum  ctscendit,^ — ''his  martyrdom 
over,  he  hath  (isoended  into  the  place  qf  glory 
he  had  merited."     And  St.  Ignatins,  martyr, 
whose  letters  the  desire  of  martyrdom  is  ev^ 
ring,  and  who  wore  the  glorioos  palm  in  the 
107,  writes  thus  to  the  Christians  of  Rome  (Ep. 
Bom.  c.  7) :    "I  write  to  you  still  living,  but  longing""*^ 
for  death.     My  Love  hath  been  crucified,  and  thcioip 
is  within  mo  no  spark  of  love  for  earthly  things;  bot^ 
the  Spirit  liveth  and  speakeih  within  me,  and  saitL 
to  me,  '  Come  to  tJie  Father.^  ^ 

The  writings  of  St.  Cyprian,  who  lived  dniing  the 
frightful  persecutions  of  the  third  century,  attest  the 
same  fervent  faith  and  ardent  hope  of  the  early  Chris- 
tians. He  thus  encourages  his  stricken  fiock  (lib. 
de  Mortalitate,  n.  26) :  ''  We  hail  the  day  which 
allots  to  each  his  dwelling-place,  which  delivers  as 
(tom  this  life,  frees  us  from  the  trammels  of  earth, 
^Md  restores  us  to  our  heavenly  Kingdom  (paradiso 
({I  i^u>).  .  .  .  What  are  the  delights  of  that  heaih 
^f^  Ki^tgdomj  where  no  fear  of  death  but  life  eter- 
i^.  iiimits  us,  but  supreme  and  endless  bliss !  There 
^Ijhwuttr  triumph  the  glorious  choir  of  the  Apostles, 
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fhe  exalting  oompany  of  tbe  propbets,  the  inn^iSineilna- 
ble  host  of  the  mart}^;  crowned  for  theit  victonons 
combats  imd  sufferings :  the  Virgins  .  .  .  the  meici- 
fal,  who  have  received  their  reward  ....  Let  ^ 
hasten  towards  them^  dearest  brethren^  with  eager  de- 
sire, let  ns  long  to  jdln  thetn  •soon,  soon  to  be  lUEiited 
mth  Christ." 

We  shall  conclude  our  quotations  with  the  foHow- 
ing  extract  from  Origen  (Contra  Celsnm,  Lib.  6, 
n.  20),  also  a  Father  "of  the  <^d  historic  Church," 
for  he  died  about  the  middle  of  the  third  ceu- 
tuiy,  in  <he  year  254:  "He  eaith:  'that  whith- 
tit  I  go,  there  you  niay  also  be;'  which  leadeth 
us  to  hope  that  qftier  the  labors  and  cowMs  (^  this 
li/Cj  we  shall  rest  in  the  highest  heavens;  and,  drink- 
ing of  the  waters  which  spring  up  into  etemaL  life, 

.  .  .  we  shall  forever  gcuse  upon  the  invisiUe 
things  qf  God;  no  longer  knowing  them  by  conteiVL- 
plation  of  the  created  thmgs  of  the  universe,  but,  as 
the  true  disdple  of  Jesus  hath  said  it,  'face  to /ace;* 
mad  again,  'when  that  which  is  perfect  is  come,  that 
which  is  in  part  shall  be  done  alway*' " 
^  With  these  wagniflcent  testimonies  to  the  belief  of 
the  early  Church,  we  invite  the  read^  to  con£x)nt  Dr. 
Stearns's mlly  assertion  that  "the  saints  will  not  reign 
wit2i  Christ  untQ  after  the  resurrection,"  and  the  ef- 
frontery with  which  he  duJlenges  the  Archbishop 

(p.  190)  to  produce  any  authorities  oth^  than  those 
24 
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which  he  condescends  to  produce  for  him.  We  call 
his  attention  to  the  following  points: — 1.  That  we 
have  quoted  fonr  nnimpeachable  witnesses  firom 
among  the  most  illustrions  Fathers  of  1^  first  three 
centuries  only;  2.  That  the  Fathers  cited  were  rep- 
resentative men  of  the  four  great  centres  qf  ancient 
Christianitt/y  Rome,  Antioch,  Carthage,  and  Alex- 
andria; 3.  That  they  speak  not  (fthe  VMirtyrs  onltf, 
bnt  of  all  the  saints;  4.  That  they  declare  that  the 
saints  are  in  glory,  with  the  Father,  crowned  and  tri- 
umphantj  in  the  heavenly  kingdom,  cf^oyingtJie  vision 
qf  God;  5.  That  we  have  not  availed  omiBelves  of 
the  ''  clear  and  explicit  assertion  of  Dionysins  of  Alex- 
andria, as  related  by  Eusebius,''  nor  the  "two  doubt- 
ful ones  of  St.  Cyprian  and  his  correspondents," 
which  the  Doctor  magnanimously  grants  to  us,  and 
which  were  *^  absolutely  alV^  that  the  learned  gentle- 
man had  "been  able  to  find." 

As  we  leave  the  first  three  centuries  and  oome 
down  nearer  our  own  times,  the  testimony  becomes  of 
more  frequent  recurrence.  And  what  more  could  we 
desire  than  we  find  in  these  words  above  quoted  of 
St.  Gregory  of  Nazianzum  (4th  century),  in  which  he 
invokes  the  glorious  martyr  St.  Cyprian :  "Mayst  thou 
look  down  from  above  propitiously  upon  us,  and  guide 
our  words  and  life  ....  gladdening  us  with  a  more 
perfect  and  clear  illumination  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  he- 
fore  which  thou  standestV^—^x  this  invocation   of 
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St.  Ephrem  {not  a  martyr)  by  St.  Gregory  of  Nyssa 
(4th  century):  "  And  do  thou,  who  art  standing  at  the 
divine  altar ^  and  art  ministering  with  the  angels  to 
the  life-giving  and  most  holy  trinity ^  bear  us  all  in 
remembrance,  and  obtain  for  us  the  pardon  of  our 
sins."  (Vita  S,  Ephrem,  sub  finem,  Edit.  Migne, 
P.  G.  p.  850.) 

One  more  quotation  from  St.  Augustine,  and  we 
have  done.  In  his  sixth  panegyric  of  St;  Stephen, 
the  great  Bishop  of  Hippo  (Serm.  319  al.  51,  De 
Diversis,  nn.  2  and  3),  spoke  thus  of  the  Martyr's 
passage  to  his  eternal  reward:  ^^'Lord  Jesus,' 
said  he,  *  receive  my  spirit.'  Thou  hast  given  me 
the  victory,  grant  me  now  the  triumph,  'Receive 
my  spirit'  .  .  .  Say  to  my  spirit,  'Enter  into  the  joy 
of  thy  Lord.'  ....  And  into  what  place  did  Jesus 
receive  his  spirit?  into  what  mansion?  into  what 
heaven  of  heavens  ?  Who  can  understand  it  ?  who 
can  explain  it?  Shall  I  tell  you  briefly?  Listen  to 
the  words  of  Christ :  '  Father,  I  will  that  where  I  am, 
there  they  also  may  be.'" 

This  doctrine,  revealed  in  Holy  "Writ,  and  handed 
down  to,  us  in  their  writings  by  the  Fathers  of  the 
Church,  was  defined  as  a  dogma  of  faith  by  Pope 
Benedict  XII.,  in  the  Bull  "  Benedictus  Deus,"  pro- 
mulgated in  the  year  1336,  and  was  confessed  by  the 
whole  Church  in  the  general  Council  of  Florence,  in 
the  year  1439. 


SdO     THE  TIiU£  FAITH  OF  OU&  FOBSFATHEBS. 


CHAPTEB  XIV. 

SAHB     SUBJECT — ^DEVOTION"     TO     THE     B.     YrRGIK 
MABY,  MOTHEB   OF   GOD. 

The  Eev.  Dr.  Steams,  whilst  speaking  of  the  in- 
vocation of  the  Saints  as  piaotised  in  the  Catholic 
Church,  accuses  us  of  paying  to  Mary  the  worship 
which  is  due  to  God  alone.  This  calumny  is  so  an- 
tiquated, and  withal  so  gross,  that  it  has  long  since 
gone  out  of  fashichi  among  honest  men,  who  possess 
but  an  ordinaiy  knowledge  of  the  teaching  of  the 
Church.  Accordingly,  we  cannot  but  suppose  that 
the  Key.  Doctor's  conduct  is  to  be  ascribed  to  a 
blind  and  misguiding  prejudice,  the  pernicious  effects 
of  which  become  piunf ully  manifest  in  the  present  case. 
Dr.  Steams  asserts  (p.  204)  that  we  Catholics  '^  put 
the  creature  on  a  level  with  the  Creator,"  even  when 
only  six  pages  before,  and  in  the  same  chapter,  he 
had  informed  us  that  there  ^e  ^Hhree  hinds  ofrdigums 
^corship  recognized  by  our  standard  writers,  namely, 
iJuiia  to  the  Saints,  latria  to  God,  and  (betwixt  the 
iw)  h^perdidia  to  the  Virgm"  (p.  198). 

^gain,  with  more  boldness  than  judgment,  he  says 
g^) :  "  How  is  it,  most  Reverend  Sir,  that,  knowing 
jii,T««dothe  prominence  given  to  the  Worship  of 
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the  Virgin  in  your  Oliurches  ....  there  is  not, 
thronghont  the  433  pages  of  your  book,  so  much  as 
an  allusion  to  any  worship  of  the  Virgin,  as  distin- 
g^uished  from  the  other  Saints,  nor  is  she  once  men- 
tioned, either  by  name  or  by  title,  as  an  object  of 
worship  at  all  V^  And  he  goes  on  adding :  "  Is  it 
because  you  are  afraid  in  these  United  States  and  in 
tbis  Nineteenth  Century  to  hold  up  plainly  before  the 
American  people  that  which,  nevertheless,  you  are 
trying  to  entice  them  into,  and  make  them  part  and 
parcel  of  f  ^ 

When  Dr.  Steams  wrote  these  highly  offensive 
lines,  he  must  have  had  before  him  a  copy  of  the  ear- 
lier editions  of  Archbishop  Gibbons's  work,  in  which 
there  was  no  special  chapter  devoted  to  the  vindication 
of  the  Catholic  devotion  to  the  Mother  of  God.  In 
ihose  editions  the  Archbishop  supposed,  and  with  rea- 
son, that  by  explaining  and  defending  the  doctrine 
and  practice  of  the  invocation  qf  the  saints  in  the 
Catholic  Church,  he  had  also  by  the  very  fact  vindi- 
cated the  invocation  of  the  Queen  of  Angels  and 
Saints.  However,  even  in  those  earlier  editions,  the 
Archbishop  had  sufficiently  answered  the  charge  of 
J)t.  Steams.  "  I  hear  men^''  says  he,  "  cry  out  with 
Pharisaical  assurance  'You  dishonor  God,  sir,  in 
praying  to  the  saints.  You  make  void  thie  mediator- 
ship  of  Jesus  Christ.    You  put  the  creature  above  the 

Creator.'     How  utterly  groundless  is  this  objection  t 
24* 
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We  do  not  dislionor  God  m  praying  to  the  Saints. 
We  should  indeed  dishonor  Him^  if  we  coosolted 
the  saints  independentli^  of  GM.  But  such  is  sot  our 
practice.  The  Gatholio  Church  teadies,  on  the  eott- 
trary,  that  God  alone  is  the  Giver  of  liU  good  gi&s; 
that  He  is  the  source  of  all  blessings^  the  Fountain 
of  all  goodness.  8he  teaches  that  whatever  happi- 
ness, or  glory,  or  inflttenoe  the  Saints  possess,  all 
comes  froni  God.  As  the  moon  borrows  het  light 
horn  the  sun,  so  do  the  Blessed  boixow  their  light 
from  Jesus,  ^  the  Sun  of  Justice/  the  one  MiedSator  (of 
Redemption)  of  God  and  men.  Hence  when  we  ad- 
dress the  Saints,  we  beg  them  to  pray  for  us  through 
the  merits  of  Jesus  Christ,  while  we  ask  Jesus  to  hdp 
us  through  His  own  merits''  (p.  192). 

In  later  editions  the  Archbishop  has  a  chapter  of 
more  than  thirty  pages,  the  longest  in  the  whole  book, 
on  the  devotion  of  Catholics  to  the  Blessed  Virgin. 
There  he  proves^— although  a  Christian  should  not 
need  a  proof— that  it  is  lawful  to  honor  the  Blessed 
Virgin  as  a  Saint,  to  invoke  her  as  an  intercessor,  and 
to  imitate  her  as  a  model.  Then,  meeting  again  the 
objection  of  Protestants,  which  Dr.  Steams  thinks 
it  worth  while  to  repeat,  he  emphatically  remarks  (p^ 
227) : 

"  Every  Catholic  child  knows  from  the  catechism 
that  to  give  to  any  creature  the  supreme  honor,  due 
to  God  alone,  is  idolatry.    How  can  we  be  s^d  to 
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ditiiOQor  God,  or  briilg  Won  do^vn  tp  a  level  witb 
Hkoreatore  bymy^king  Mary^Binoe  we  acknowl- 
edge hes  to  be  Ik  pore  ore^turd,  indebted  liko  onr- 
sdves  to  Him  iai  evtiy  ^fb  and  influence  which  she 
posseBBesT  Tbia  is  implied  in  the  yeiy  form  of  our 
petitioiid." 

^'  Whi^  we  address  otor  prayers  to  her,  we  say, 
Pra^for  ua  ^inmt^^  implying  by  these  w(Mrds  that 
^he  is  her^eH  4  pe^tioner  at  the  throne  of  divine 
mercy.  To  God  we  say,  Give  us  our  daily  hreadj 
thereby  aeJsnowledgjng  Hitn  to  be  the  source  of  all 
bounty.'' 

''  This  pnndplie  being  kept  in  viiew,  how  can  we 
be  justly  accused  of  lighting  God's  majesty  by 
invoking  the  intercessicin  of  his  handmaid  f" 

Now,  after  leading  these  express  and  repeated 
decleiati^ons^  Dr.  Steama  does  not  only  not  retract 
hia  ekurge,  but  even  allows  it  to  go  unmodified  into 
the  second  edition  of  his  book.  Still  worse,  in  his 
note  to  this  second  e^iion,  page  7,  wh^»  he  speaks 
oi  the  Ardibishop'»  chapter  on  devotion  to  the 
Blessed  Virgin,  he  makes  the  bold  assertion  that 
^Hhere  id  not  a  syllable  in  it  firom  beginning  to  end, 
of  that  special  worship  of  her  above  other  saints, 
which  the  Roman  theologians  call  hyperdidiaJ^ 
Does  the  Doctor  understand  the  meaning  of  "hyper- 
duUia  f  If  so,  how  could  he  hazard  that  assertion, 
when  the  Arehiblshop  justifies  Catholics  in  paying 
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greater  homage  to  the  Blessed  Virgin  than  to  the 
angels  and  saints,  in  the  following  plain  lan^oage : 
<^  The  influence  of  Mary's  intercesEdon  exceeds  that 
of  the  Angels,  Patriarchs,  and  Prophets  in  the  same 
degree  that  her  sanctity  surpasses  theirs.  If  oar 
Heavenly  Father  listens  so  propitiously  to  the  vmce 
of  His  servants,  what  will  He  refuse  to  hmr  who  is 
His  chosen  daughter  of  predilection,  chosen*  among 
thousands  to  be  the  Mother  of  His  beloved  Sont"  (p. 
223). 

Alas!  how  pernicious  is  not  the  influence  of  an 
atmosphere  hostile  to  the  Church!  Will  not  Dr. 
Steams  now  at  last  acknowledge  his  error  and  m]dke 
reparation  iot  itt  May  we  not  hope  that  he  will 
at  last  understand,  what  a  child  among  Catholics 
fully  understands,  and  is  expressed  in  the  three  fol- 
lowing propositions :  1*^.  We  give  to  God  alone,  on 
account  of  His  infinite  perfections,  the  supreme 
homage  of  adoration,  which  is  due  to  Him  alone, 
and  which  is  called  by  Catholic  Theologians  etiUus 
latriae.  2d.  We  honor  angels  and  saints  as  God's  ser- 
vants and  friends,  with  an  homage  which  they  deserve 
as  such,  and  which  is  altogether  diflerent  £rom  that 
which  we  pay  to  God;  and  this  veneration  of  the 
saints  goes  by  the  theological  name  of  cuUus  duliae. 
Sd.  We  honor  in  a  special  manner  among  the  saints 
the  Virgin  Mary,  Queen  of  all  angels  and  saints,  on 
account  of  her  eminent  sanctity  and  her  sublime  and 
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most  intimate  relationship  witli  the  adorable  Trinity; 
^nce  the  Word  of  GU)d,  who  is  £pom  all  eternity 
l)egotten  of  the  Father,  and  consabstantial  with 
Him,  was  in  the  fulness  of  time  begotten  of  her, 
ts&ing  to  Himself  fiom  her  maternal  womb  our 
hnman  nature.  This  e^>eoisl  honor  which  we  pay 
to  the  Virgin  Mother  of  €l^od^  is  the  euUt^^  h^r- 
diiUae — ^the  homag«  paid  to  the  most  highly  privileged 
creature)  but  09  to  a  ereahsrey  and  therefore  never 
to  be  compared  with  tlie  wcnrship  which  we  give  to 
€k)d.     Sudi  is  our  doctrine^— such  onr  practice. 

to  Dr.  Siteams,  who  in  this  nineteenth  century 
r^)eats  the  slander  of  Faostus,  the  ancient  Mani- 
chean,  we  address  the  answer  given  to  Faustus  by 
St.  Aixgu^dne  (Contra  Faustum,  L.  20,  c  21): 
**  With  that  worship  wluich  in  Greek  is  called  Xarpeia 
(in  Latin  it  cannot  be  expressed  by  one  word),  as  it 
is'a  kind  of  service  properly  due  to  the  J)ivinity,  we 
neither  worship,  nor  teach  to  worship,  other  than  the 
one  Gtod.'^ 

in  addition  to  this,  we  beg  of  Rev.  Dr.  Steams 
te  ponder  over  these  weighty  and  beautiful  words 
of  Card.  Newman,  in  his  letter  to  Rev.  E.  B. 
Pnsey,  D.D.,  (New  York,  1868,  p.  49) :  "  He  who 
charges  ns  with  making  Mary  a  divinity,  is  thereby 
denying  the  divinity  of  Jesus.  Such  a  man  does 
not  know  what  divinity  is.  Our  Lord  cannot  pray 
for  nS|  as  a  creatmre,  as  Mary  prays )  He  cannot  in- 
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8[uie  those  feelings  whioh  a  creature  inspues.  To 
her  belongs,  as  being  a  creatare,  a  natnial  claim  on 
onr  sympathy  and  familiarityi  in  that  she  is  nothing 
else  than  our  fellow.  She  is  our  pride,  in  the  poet^B 
words:  'our  tainted  natnre^s  solitary  boast '-hso  weak, 
yet  so  strong;  so  delicate,  yet  so  glory-laden;  so  mod- 
est, yet  so  mighty.  She  has  sketched  for  ns  her  own 
portrait  in  the  Magnificat;  'He  hath  regarded  the 
low  estate  of  his  handmaid ;  for  behold,  £rom  hence- 
forth all  generations  shall  call  me  blessed.  He  hath 
put  down  the  mighty  from  their  seat,  and  hath,  ex- 
alted the  humble.  He  hath  filled  the  hungry  with 
good  things,  and  the  rich  He  hath  sent  empty 
away/  " 

But  do  not  you  Catholics,  our  Beverend  opponent 
will  ask,  deny  all  these  explanations  by  the  very 
usage  of  the  word  worship  for  the  homage  yon  pay 
to  the  Virgin  t  How  can  a  created  thing  be  ioor^ 
shipped  f 

Now,  this  is  no  longer  finding  fault  with  our  doc- 
trine and  practice,  but  simply  with  the  word  by  which 
it  is  expressed.  Indeed,  the  real  meaning  of  our  de- 
votion to  the  Blessed  Virgin  is  so  clearly  defined 
among  us,  and  so  plainly  explained  for  the  benefit  of 
outsiders,  that  it  is  certainly  no  fault  of  ours  if  some- 
body chooses  to  be  so  blind  or  so  obstinate  as  to  mis- 
understand or  misinterpret  our  meaning.  We  are 
loath  to  repeat  for  the  thousandth  time  that  the  word 
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warshipj  in  its  real  old  English  acceptation,  is  am- 
bigaoas,  and  in  many  instances  does  not  signify  any- 
thing more  than  honor  or  respect.  When,  for  in- 
stance, a  magistrate  is  called  '/Worshipful/'  do  we 
put  him  on  a  level  with  the  Almighty  ?  Do  we  be- 
lieve that  a  supreme  and  a  divine  honor  is  given  to 
the  person  to  whom  these  words  of  the  marriage  ser- 
vice are  addressed:  ^^WUh  my  body  I  thee  worship^'? 
— ^And  do  not  Protestants  read  in  their  own  King 
Tamos'  Bible  (I.  Chronicles  xxix.  20) :  "  And  all  the 
congregation  blessed  the  Lord  God  of  their  fathers, 
and  bowed  down  their  heads,  and  worshipped  the  Lord 
and  the  King^t 

Dr.  Steams  rebukes  the  Catholic  Church  for  the 
expressions  of  hope  and  confidence,  love  and  grati- 
tude, with  which  her  children  address  Mary.  Quot- 
ing some  of  these  expressions  from  the  Psalter  of  St. 
Bonaventtire  in  honor  of  the  Blessed  Virgin,  .and  from 
the  "Month  of  Mary"  written  by  Father  Muzzarelli 
of  the  Sodety  of  Jesus,  he  is  shocked  and  scandalized. 
But  the  scandal  he  takes,  and  the  flourish  of  rhetoric 
with  which  he  announces  to  our  countrymen  his  dis- 
covery of  a  heinous  crime  committed  by  Catholics, 
provokes  an  irrepressible  smile  of  pity  at  so  much 
labor  lost,  and  so  much  ado  about  nothing.  It  was 
most  assuredly  a  useless  task  for  you,  Rev.  Doctor, 
to  go  to  the  trouble  of  hunting  up  a  few  passages  from 
three  or  four  books,  in  order  to  prove  that  Mary  is 
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among  all  the  Saintd  4lie  litest  object  of  our  lavs 
and  praise. 

We  Catholics  do  not  deny  this ;  we  ioOj  adxnit  it 
And  to  make  you  anderstand  the  oanse  of  this  fer- 
vent^ filial  devodoti  of  Catholics  to  Mary,  be  pleased, 
Rev.  Doctor,  to  listen  a^ain  to  the  words  of  Cardinal 
Newman  (op.  cit  p.  44) :  ^'  When  once  we  have 
mastered  the  idea  that  M^iy  bore,  svckled  and 
handled  the  Eternal  in  the  form  of  a  cbiU,  what 
Mmit  is  conceivable  to  the  task  and  flood  of  thought 
which  such  a  doctnne  involves?  What  awe  anyd 
surprise  must  attend  upon  the  knowledge  that  a 
creature  has  been  brought  so  close  to  the  ^vine 
Essence  f 

M(»:eover,  we  recommend  to  the  Doctor's  serioos^o^' 
sideration  the  following  passage  from  a  sermon  of  St. 
Basil  of  Seleucia,  who  took  part  in  the  fourth  Ecumeni- 
cal Council,  in  the  year  4^1 :  '^  Whattcmgue  is  sudfi- 
cient  to  celebrate  the  {naises  of  Mary  worthEy  t  F^r 
through  her  we  have  become  partakers  oi  great  bene- 
fits. With  what  flowers  of  languajge  shall  we  weave 
a  crown  worthy  of  her  t  .  .  .  .  What  ofierin^  can  we 
make  worthy  of  one,  of  whom  all  earthly  things  are  un« 
worthy  ?  For  if  Paul  said  of  other  Saints,  'of  whom 
the  world  was  not  worthy,'  what  shall  we  sajjr  of  the 
Mother  of  God,  who  surpasses  all  the  Martyza  in 
g^wy  as  much  as  the  sun  outshines  all  oth^  staif  ? 
.  ^  .  .  Who,  then,  would  not  admire  the  great  powerof 
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the  Mother  of  God,  and  her  'pre-eminence  over  all 
the  Saints  whonji  we  venerate?  ....  0  most 
holy  Virgin  I  whosoever  shall  say  aU  manner  of 
great  and  glorious  things  concerning  thee,  wiU  not 
stray  fixan  the  trath,  but  will  fall  far  short  of  the 
truth ''  (Orat.  39,  see  Migne  P.  G.  t.  85,  pp.  426- 
451).  With  the  same  faith  St.  Cyril,  Patriarch  of 
Alexandria,  in  a  sermon  preached  before  the  fathers 
assembled  for  the  third  Ecumenical  Council  at 
Ephesus  (A.D.  431),  said  to  the  B.  V.  Mary :  "  Hail 
Mary,  Mother  of  God,  venerable  treasure  of  the 
whole  world  ....  Hail  thou,  who  didst  con- 
tain in  thy  holy  and  virginal  womb  the  uncon- 
tainable;  thou  through  whom  the  Trinity  is  glori- 
fied, through  whom  the  precious  cross  is  made 
known  and  adored  in  all  the  world ;  through  whom 
heaven  is  made  glad;  in  whom  angels  and  arch- 
angels 'rejoice;  by  whom  devils  are  put  to  jQight 
....  through  whom  prophets  prophesied ;  through 
whom  Apostles  preached  salvation  to  the  Gen- 
tiles j  through  whom  the  dead  are  raised  to  lifej 
through  whom  kings  reign,  through  the  grace  of 
the  Holy  Trinity.'^  (Hom.  4,  Migne  P.  G.  t.  77, 
p.  991.)' 

If  the  Eev.  Doctor  is  scandalized  at  the  ex- 
pressions ordinarily  used  by  Catholics  when  speak- 
ing of  the  Blessed  Virgin,  what  wjll  he  say  to  those 

just  quoted  ?    We  might  go  on  adding  hundreds  of 
25 
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similax  passages  from  the  Fathers ;  but  in  this  book, 
it  is  plain,  we  have  no  room  for  them. 

Before  conchiding  this  chapter,  we  have  a  word  of 
comment  to  make  upon  the  Rev.  Doctor's  saga- 
cious remark  (p.  198) :  "Think  of  her  listening 
every  Sunday  to  five  millions  of  worshippers  in  the 
United  States  alone !  Think  of  it !  Hold  to  it, 
then — ^if  you  can.''  We  must  confess  that  this  ora- 
torical appeal  to  the  earthly  senses  forcibly  reminds 
us  of  the  words  of  St.  Paul  (I.  Cor.  ii.  14) : 
^  The  sensual  man  perceiveth  not  these  things  that 
are  of  the  Spirit  of  God :  for  it  is  foolishness  to  him, 
and  he  cannot  understand."  For  Dr.  Stearns's  re- 
mark implies  the  supposition  that  the  Blessed  in 
heaven  see  and  hear  in  the  same  manner  as  we  see 
and  hear  on  earth — at  least,  not  a  whit  better ;  and 
to  suppose  this,  is  certainly  not  raising  our  thoughts 
above  and  beyond  this  earth.  We  hold  tnat  the 
saints  acquire  a  distinct  knowledge  of  our  prayers, 
not  only  through  the  ministration  of  angels,  but  also 
because  God  reveals  to  them  even  our  secret  and  in- 
articulate desires.  Will  Dr.  Steams  deny  God  this 
power,  or  does  he  maintain  that  the  Blessed  cannot 
see  our  needs  and  prayers  in  Him  and  by  Him,  to 
whom  all  truth  is  manifest  t 

We  may  be  allowed  to  close  this  chapter  with 
the  following  beautffill  lines  of  a  well-known  Catho- 
lic poet: 


IHMACULATB  CONCEPTION  OP  MABY,  291 

"  But  scornful  men  have  coldly  said, 
Thy  love  was  leading  me  from  GU)d  j 

And  yet  in  this  I  did  but  tread 
The  very  path  my  Saviour  trod. 

They  know  but  little  of  thy  worth, 
Who  speak  these  heartless  words  to  me; 

For  what  did  Jesus  love  on  earth 
One  half  as  tenderly  as  thee  f 

•  •  •  •  • 

Jesus,  when  his  three  hours  were  run, 
Bequeathed  thee  from  the  cross  to  me; 

And  oh  I  how  can  I  love  thy  Son, 
Sweet  Mother,  if  I  love  not  thee  V* 


CHAPTER  XV. 

nCMACULATB   CONCEPTION   OF    MABY,   MOTHBB  OP 

GOD. 

On  the  8th  of  December,  1854,  by  the  Bull  which 
begins  with  the  words  "  Ineffdbilis  Detcs,^  Pope  Pius 
IX.,  in  his  character  of  Vicar  of  Christ  upon  earth 
and  visible  teacher  of  the  whole  Church,  solemnly 
declared  and  defined; — "That  the  doctrine  which 
holds  'that  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  at  the  first  in- 
stant of  her  conception,  by  a  singular  privilege  and 
grace  of  the  Omnipotent  God,  in  virtue  of  the  merits 
of  Jesus  Christ,  the  Saviour  of  Mankind,  was  pre- 
served immaculate  from  the  stain  of  original  sin/  has 
been  revealed  by  God,  and  therefore  should  be  firmly 
and  constantly  believed  by  all  the  faithful.'' 
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The  Gliarcli  of  Gbrist  did  not  deceive  on  that  day 
the  revelatian  of  a  new  article  of  faith,  but  by  him 
whom  Christ  himself  had  appointed  for  that  porposey 
she  was  taught  and  mcide  certain  of  (he  existence  qf 
this  revelation, 

"We  shall  prove  from  the  Holy  Bcriptdres  and  the 
doctrine  of  the  Fathers  that  Mary  was  Immaculate  at 
the  first  instant  of  her  conception;  but  we  must  first 
explain  the  true  meaning  of  this  dogma. 

What  does  the  Church  mean  by  the  Immacnlate 
Conception  of  the  Mother  of  God?  What  do  we 
mean  when  we  give  the  assent  of  faith  to  this  truth  t 
We  mean  that  at  the  moment  of  her  passive  concep- 
tion, namely  at  the  instant  when  Mary's  soul  was 
infused  into  her  body,  she  was  sanctified  by  Grod's 
grace,  so  that  her  soul  from  her  first  creation  was 
never  displeasing  to  Grod,  was  preserved  from  origi- 
nal sin  and  never  stained  by  it;  all  through  the 
merits  of  the  only  Mediator  of  Salvation,  Jesus 
Christ. 

Hence  we  believe  that  our  Blessed  Lady  was  trtdy 
redeemed  by  the  merits  of  her  Divine  Son;  nay, 
that  she  was  redeemed  "  after  a  sublimer  manner,* 
solely  through  the  redemption  which  Jesus  Christ 
purchased  for  her  by  His  precious  blood;  for  it  is  a 
more  complete  and  a  more  exalted  redemption  to  be 
preserved  from  the  taint  of  sin,  than  to  be  delivered 
from  it  after  previous  infection. 
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Now  is  it  trae  that  we  find  this  Immaculate  inno- 
cence of  Mary,  this  preservation  from  all  stain  of 
original  sin  implied,  at  least,  in  Holy  Scripture  and 
taught  in  the  writings  of  the  Holy  Fathers  f  We 
answer,  unhesitatingly,  "Yes";  for  it  has  been 
proved  to  evidence  by  many  Catholic  theologians, 
both  before  and  after  the  definition.  Among  the 
many  we  single  out  for  Dr.  Stearns's  examination, 
if  indeed  he  has  the  courage  to  i&ce  the  truth,  the 
three  ponderous  volumes  of  Fr.  Charles  Passaglia 
*'de  Immaculate  Conceptu."  In  this  chapter  we 
shall  merely  give  a  brief  sketch  of  the  demonstration. 

The  first  argument  for  the  Immaculate  Conception 

of  Mary,  we  draw  from  the  words  of  Genesis  (iii.  15), 

where  God  said  to  the  serpent,  whose  craft  had 

been  the  occasion  of  our  first  parents'  fall,   "  I  will 

put  enmities  between  thee  and  the  woman,  and  thy 

seed  and  her  seed:  she  shall  crush  thy  head."    Now 

the  seed,  the  woman,  and  the  serpent  are  Christ,  his 

mother,  and  the  devil :  and  as  the  Archbishop  (p. 

204)  remarks,  "  G^d  here  declares  that  the  enmity  of 

the  seed  and  that  of  the  woman  towards  the  tempter 

were  to  be  identical.     But  the  enmity  of  Christ,  or 

the  seed,  towards  the  evil  one  was  absolute  and  per- 

petuaL      Therefore  the  enmity  of   Mary,   or    the 

Woman,  towards  the  devil,  never  admitted  of  any 

momentary  reconciliation,  which  would  have  existed 

if  she  were  ever  subject  to  original  sin.'' 
25* 
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Before  showing  tlie  strength  of  this  argtunent;  we 
must  answer  an  objection  which  arises  from  the  seo- 
ond  part  of  our  text.  We  are  remiiided  by  Dr. 
Steams  (p.  200)  that  in  the  Douay  English  trans- 
lation of  the  Bible,  we  read,  ^^she  shall  crush  thy 
head/'  making  this  member  relate  to  the  woman; 
whereas  in  the  Hebrew  teict,  the  pronomi  being  mas^ 
online,  the  passage  necessarily  refers  to  the  seed  and 
should  be  tfanslated,  '^  it  shall  crash  thy  head/^ 

To  this  we  reply  that  the  Douay  Bible  is  tians- 
lated  from  the  Latin  Vulgate  Edition,  in  which  wo 
find  the  feminine  pronoun  ^Hpsa^  not  the  masculine 
*^ipseJ'  This  reading  was  adopted  by  St.  Ambrose 
and  St.  Augustine  in  the  fourth  century,  and  has 
been  universally  used  by  the  whole  Western  Church 
from  that  time.  Authorities  so  ancient  will  surely 
relieve  us  from  the  imputation  of  having  made  a  text 
"to  order,"  or  having  interpreted  it  to  suit  an  emer- 
gency; and  they  will  testify  that  the  meaning  we 
attach  to  the  passage  is  not  of  late  date,  but  perfectly 
in  haimony  with  the  true  faith  of  our  Forefathers. 

Moreover,  this  reading  is  not  found  in  Latin  ver- 
sions only  J  for  we  have  it  in  three  Hebrew  codices, 
besides  five  others  which  are  doubtful,  and  in  one 
Chaldean,  to  say  nothing  of  the  quotation  given  in 
the  same  form  by  Maimonides.  With  these  factd 
Dr.  Steams  would  have  become  acquainted  by  con- 
sulting any  of  the  numerous  books,  written  on  thig 
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subject  by  Hebrew  Bcbolaxs  and  learned  tlieologians, 
among  which  may  be  particularly  mentioned  Fr. 
Fatrizi's  Essay,  published  in  Home,  1853.  In  the 
latter  disquisition  he  wiU  likewise  discover  that  the 
eminent  Jesuit  Professor  of  the  Roman  College  pro- 
sen  ts,  with  the  utmost  accuracy  and  erudition,  the  rea- 
sons which  favor  the  other  reading,  and  shows  that 
in  the  text  above  quoted,  the  masculine,  not  the  fenu- 
nine,  pronoun,  should  be  used. 

But  this  heading  urged  against  us,  as  the  same  Fr. 
Patrizi  proves  in  his  Essay,  does  not  in  the  least 
afifeot  the  argument  we  have  taken  from  the  words  of 
Genesis.  For  read,  if  you  will,  "ipse"  instead  of 
''ipsa"  and  translate  the  disputed  passage:  "It" 
(that  is  the  seed,  which  is  Christ)  "  shall  crush  thy 
head;"  the  first  part  of  the  text  is  sufficient  for  our 
purposes  5  and  we  can  prove  from  the  words  "  I  will 
put  enmities  between  thee  and  the  woman,"  that 
when  the  sentence  against  the  tempter  was  pro- 
nounced, Gh)d  revealed  to  our  first  parents  the  Im- 
maculate Conception  of  Mary,  who  was  to  be  the 
mother  of  the  future  Redeemer  of  mankind.  With 
regard  to  these  words  there  are  no  diversities  of 
opinion ;  Protestants  and  Catholics  alike  admit  the 
terms  as  they  stand;  and  the  authorized  Anglican 
version  by  translating  "  I  will  put  enmity  between 
thee  and</te  woman,"  retains  the  force  of  the  Hebrew 
article.     It  is  therefore  between  the  woman  and  the 
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devil  that  God  declares  lie  will  put  enmity.     And 
there  can  be  no  mistake  as  to  the  woman  that  is 
meant ;  for  it  is  the  woman  whose  seed  is  to  crush  the 
serpent's  head.      It  must,  then,  be  Mary  the  Mother 
of  Jesus,  and  none  other,  to  whom  these  words  refer. 
In  this  sense,  as  every  student  of  Patristic  Theology 
is  aware,  the  Fathers  generally  understood  them.    SU 
Irenaeus,  in  the  second  centiury,  leads  the  way  (Contra* 
haereses,  1.  3,  c.  22-23 ;  1.  4,  c.  40,  n.  3 ;  lib.  5,  c.  19)  j 
Origen  in  the  third  (In  Jerem.  h.  19,  n.  7);  St.  Epi- 
phanius  in  the  fourth  (Adv.  hseres.  lib.  3,  h.  78,  §18), 
and  others  in  succeeding  centuries  hand  down  the 
precious  tradition. 

Now,  as  it  is  evident  that  "  the  woman  "  pointed 
out  is  no  one  else  but  Mary ;  so  it  is  equally  evident^ 
that  the  words  just  quoted  announce  her  preservation, 
from  the  stain  of  original  sin,  and  attest  the  privi- 
lege of  her  Immaculate  Conception.  In  thi^ 
place  God  does  not  declare  a  mere  temporary  en— 
mity  between  "  the  woman "  and  the  serpent,  Marjr 
and  the  evil  onej  but  a  perpetual  'enmity,  sncb. 
as  will  forever  separate  her  from  him — "  I  will  puti 
enmities  ('enmity'  according  to  the  Anglican  ver— 
sion)  between  thee  and  the  woman.''  And  ho^i^ 
could  this  enmity  have  existed  if  Mary  had  been, 
sullied,  were  it  only  for  an  instant,  by  the  stain  o^ 
original  sin,  since  by  sin  we  become  the  enemies  of 
God,  and  the  slaves  of  the  DeviH 
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If  Oreover,  tli6  enmity  which  God  will  place  be- 
twe^i  the  arch-enemy  of  man  and  the  woman^  wiU 
be  like  the  enmity  which  shall  exist  between  the 
Redeemer  of  the  world  and  sin — "  I  will  put  enmities 
between  thee  and  the  woman,  dnd  th^  seed  and  her 
seed."  Kow,  who  will  6ay  that  the  enmity  of  the 
Saviont  for  sin  was  ever  inteimpted  t  Legitimately, 
then,  we  conclude  that,  like  His  enmity  for  sin,  the 
enmity  of  the  woman,  Mary,  ^^ba  perpettcdl. 

Remark  also  that  in  this  prophesy  God  separates 
the  woman  with  her  seed  fiom  the  devil  and  his  seed, 
so  that  the  woman  shall  have  no  part  with  the  devU 
and  his  seed,  to  which  all  men  belong,  inasmuch  as 
they  are  conceived  in    original    sin.     Hence    the 
Woman  of  promise,  through  sanctifying  grace  in- 
fused into  her  soul  at  the  first  instant  of  her  con- 
ception, shall  be  protected  from  the  tempter,  who 
shall  not  boast  of  having  defiled  her  even  for  a 
tnoment  with  the  mark  of  his  victory  over  man. 

However,  we  beg  our  Reverend  opponent  to  bear 
in  mind  what  we  insisted  upon  in  the  beginning 
of  this  chapter;  that  if  Mary  was  to  be  Immaculate 
at  the  first  instant  of  her  Conception,  it  was  only  by 
a  fipecial  privilege  and  grace,  through  the  merits  of 
lier  Divine  Son.  There  is  a  vast  difierenco  between 
the  conception  of  Mary  and  the  conception  of  Jesus; 
so  vast  indeed  that  between  the  two  there  is  no 
paralleL     Mary,  who  by  the  natural  law  of  genera- 
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tioiiy  had  father  and  mother,  and  was  thns  descended 
from  Adam,  was  liable  by  natnre  to  original  sin ;  but 
Jesns,  whose  sacred  body  was  formed  from  the  sub- 
stance of  his  Virgin  Mother,  by  the  miraculous  opera- 
tion of  the  Holy  Ghost;  Jesus,  whose  body  did  not 
spring  by  natural  descent  from  the  loins  of  Adam, 
was  absolutely  fi^e  from  the  stain  of  original  sin. 

In  addition  to  this,  Jesus  was  in  a  special  manner 
conceived  Immaculate,  by  virtue  of  the  hypostatic 
union  ;  for  He  is  the  Son  of  God,  and  as  such  ooold 
not  almit  in  His  human  nature  any  stain  of  sin. 
Mary,  in  her  Immaculate  Conception,  was  redeemed 
in  the  most  sublime  manner  by  her  Son,  who  is 
dUme  tJie  Bedeemer  of  Mankind. 

Now  this  glorious  and  singular  triumph  of  Mary 
over  the  common  enemy  of  our  race,  through  the 
merits  of  her  divine  Son,  was  not  only  promised  by 
God  soon  after  the  fall  of  our  first  parents,  as  we  have 
seen  J  but  also,  as  we  are  taught  by  the  Fathers,  in 
many  ways  proclaimed  and  typified.  We  shall  men- 
tion but  a  few  of  these  figures.  The  Fathers  beheld 
the  spotless  innocence  of  Mary  in  that  ark  of  Noah, 
which  by  divine  appointment  escaped  from  the  com- 
mon wreck;  in  that  bush,  which  in  the  holy  place 
Moses  saw  burning  without  being  consumed;  in  that 
garden  fenced  round  about,  which  can  suffer  no  injury; 
in  that  brilliant  city  of  God,  whose  foundations  are 
in  the  holy  mountains. 
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But  from  the  writings  of  the  Fathers  we  have  many 
other  proofs  of  the  faith  which  we  profess.  In  fact, 
no  one  at  all  acquainted  with  them  can  deny  that,  ac- 
cording to  those  witnesses  of  Christian  faith,  the 
Blessed  Virgin  is  the  second  Eve.  Dr.  Steams,  in- 
deed, in  a  note  appended  to  the  second  edition  of  his 
hook,  does  not  acknowledge  this  factj  but  in  this,  as 
in  many  other  instances,  he  has  revealed  his  very 
superficial  and  defective  knowledge  of  the  Holy 
Fathers. 

Had  he  only  read  Card.  Newman's  letter  to  Bev. 
E.  B.  Pusey  on  his  Eirenicon,  he  would  have  seen  our 
statement  substantiated  by  passages  from  ten  Fathers, 
beginning  with  St.  Justin  Martyr,  and  St.  Irenaeus, 
in  the  second  century,  and  ending  with  St.  Fulgentius 
who  died  in  533.  More  could  be  added  if  neces- 
sary. From  among  all  these  we  shall  merely  quote, 
for  Dr.  Stearns's  benefit,  St.  Jerome  and  St.  Augus- 
tine. He  will  understand  that  what  they  had  said 
of  Eve  being  in  some  sense  the  type  of  the  Church, 
did  not  prevent  them  from  maintaining  that  Mary 
was  the  second  Eve.  St.  Jerome  says  (Ep.  22,  ad 
Eustoch.),  almost  as  a  proverb,  according  to  Dr. 
Newman's  apt  remark,  "Death  by  Eve,  life  by 
Mary."  And  St.  Augustine  in  one  place  (Serm 
233)  repeats  the  words,  "  By  a  woman  death,  by  a 
woman  life;"  in  another  (adv.  Julian,  lib.  1,  c.  3)  he 
quotes  the  words  of  St.  Iren«us :  **  Just  as  the  ha- 
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man  race  doomed  to  death  beoanse  of  a- virgin^  is 
delivered  by  a  virgin ;  so  a  virgin's  disobedience  is 
remedied  bj  a  virgin's  obedi^H^e  f  in  another  (de 
Agone  Christ,  o.  22),  he  says :  '^  It  is  a' great  sacra- 
ment that  whereas  throngh  woman  death  became  our 
portion,  so  life  was  bom  to  us  by  a  woman ;  that  in 
the  case  of  both  sexes,  male  and  female,  the  baffled 
devil  should  be  tormented,  when  on  the  overthrow  of 
both  sexes  he  was  rejoicing;  whose  punishment  had 
been  small,  if  both  sexes  had  been  liberated  in  U8| 
without  our  being  liberated  through  both." 

Listen  also  to  St  Epiphanius  telling  us  (Hseres.  78^ 
n.  18) :  "  She  it  is  (Mary)  whom  Eve  prefigured, 
she  who  is  justly  called  the  mother  of  the  living. 
....  Eve  was  the  cause  of  death  to  the  human 
race ;  through  her,  death  was  brought  into  the  world ; 
Mary  was  the  cause  of  life ;  through  her,  life  was 
given  to  us.'' 

Now,  taking  for  granted  that  these  quotations  indi« 
cate  the  true  doctrine  of  the  Fathers ;  axe  we  not  jus* 
tified  in  asserting  that  they  taught  the  Immaculate 
Conception  of  Mary  !  Was  she  not  as  fully  endowed 
as  Eve  1  If  the  latter,  given  to  her  husband  as  a 
helpmate,  notwithstanding  that  she  co-operated  with 
him  in  the  ruin  of  the  world,  had,  from  the  first  in- 
stia-nt  of  her  personal  existence,  the  supernatural  gift 
of  sanctifying  grace;  is  it  possible  to  deny  that 
Mary,  who  was  to  co-operate  in  the  redemption  of 
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tlie  world,  abo  had  this  gift  £K)m  the  first  moment  of 
her  personal  existence  f 

The  Fathers  held  this  doctrine,  and  accordingly 
^)oke  plainly  and  without  any  restriction  of  the  spot- 
less innocence  of  Mary.  Thus  St  Ambrose  (Serm. 
22,  in  Ps.  118)  calls  her  "virgin  free  from  every 
stain  of  sin ;"  St.  Andrew  of  Crete  (Orat.  de  Nat. 
B.V.)  says  that  "she  was  not  leavened  with  the 
universal  leaven  j"  St.  Sophronios  (Ep.  Synod.)  "that 
she  was  "firee  £x>m  all  contagion;''  St.  Augustine 
(De  Nat.et  Grat,  c.  36):  "Except  the  Blessed  Virgin 
Mary,  concerning  whom,  when  there  is  question  of 
sin,  I  wish  no  question  whatever  to  be  raised,  on  ac- 
count of  the  honor  of  the  Lord;  for  thence  we  know 
that  more  grace  to  vanquish  sin  dUogether  was  con- 
ferred on  her  who  merited  to  conceive  and  bring 
forth  Him,  in  whom  sin  had  no  part;"  St.  Sabas 
(Ode  2,  ad  Deip.) :  "  In  thee  who  never  hadst  share 
in  any  defect,  I  repose  all  my  trust  No  one  like 
unto  thee,  my  Lady,  was  equally  without  blemish, 
ikor  was  any  one  except  thee  undefiled,  O  Lady  sub- 
ject to  no  spot.'' 

Hence  it  is  that  the  Fathers,  speaking  of  the  Im- 
maculate purity  of  Mary's  soul,  place  it  above  all  the 
most  pure  of  created  things  Listen,  for  instance,  to 
St  John  Damascene  (In  Ann.  B.  M.  V.  Migne  P.  G. 
t  96,  p.  654) :  "  Hail  to  thee,  sole  Mother  of  God, 

thou  magnificent  and  most  illustrious  ornament  of 
26 


302     THE  TRUE  ^AITH   OF  OUR  FOREFATHERS. 

those  in  heaven,  on  earth  and  nnder  the  earth ;  all 
hail,  sole  Mother  of  God,  who  art  brighter  than  any 

ray  of  light,  pnrer  than  all  purity, 

nobler  than  everything  noble,  richer  than  the  pos- 
sessor of  all  wealth.^ — And  St.  Germanus  of  Oonstan- 
tinoplo  (Or.  in  Praes.  SS.  Deipar.) :  "  She,  the  most 
•excellent  ornament  of  the  female  sex,  obscures  even  the 
brilliant  purity  of  the  heavenly  spirits,  inasmuch  as 
her  purity  in  comparison  with  theirs  is  far  superior.'' 

After  reading  such  evidence,  who  can  doubt  that 
Mary's  Immaculate  Conception,  that  is  to  say,  her 
preservation  from  the  stain  of  original  sin  from  the 
first  instant  of  her  personal  existence,  has  been  most 
clearly  taught,  in  a  variety  of  ways,  by  the  Fathers  t 
Is  it  necessary  to  mention  that  St.  Anselm,  the  glory 
of  the  Metropolitan  See  of  Canterbury,  did  not  hesi- 
tate to  say  (Orat.  52,  ad  S.  V.  Mariam) :  "  Nothing 
is  equal  to  Mary,  nothing  but  God  is  greater  than 
Mary  "  ?  (Nihil  est  aequale  Marise  ^  nihil  nisi  Dens 
majus  Maria.) 

But,  says  Dr.  Steams,  "against  his  [the  Arch- 
lusliop's]  affirmation  of  the  Immaculate  Conception 
vrf  the  Blessed  Virgin  I  put  that  of  Bernard  of  Clair- 
x«iix,  *  the  last  of  the  Fathers,'  and  a  Saint  of  the 
IfejittMm  Calendar."  (Is  it  by  a  mistake  of  the 
itdjih*  that  he  quotes  Ep.  74  §7  when  it  is  Ep.  174!) 
^^««^  are  the  words  of  St.  Bernard,  as  translated 
>-  H?^  l>i>otor  :  "  If  therefore  before  her  conceptioii 
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slie  could  by  no  means  be  sanctified,  since  she  was 
not  in  existence  ]  nor  in  conception  itself,  because  of 
sin  that  was  therein :  it  remains  that  after  conception 
already  existing  in  the  womb,  she  be  believed  to 
have  received  a  sanctification, which  by  the  exclusion 
of  sin  made  her  nativity  holy,  but  not  her  conception 
also."     (See  Dr.  Steams^s  Note.) 

What  a  pity.  Rev.  Doctor,  that  you  come  so  late  I 
Your  objection  has  abeadybeen  examined,  discussed, 
and  long  since  exploded,  and  you  have  not  even  the 
consolation  of  that  solitary  voice  in  your  behalf, 
amidst  the  immense  chorus  of  all  the  Fathers.  It  is 
now  admitted  by  all  who  are  conversant  with  the 
subject:  1.  That  some  very  learned  critics  doubt 
St.  Bernard's  authorship  of  the  letter,  in  which  are 
found  the  words  just  quoted  5  2.  that  whosoever  may 
be  its  author,  he  does  not  speak  of  passive  conception 
of  Mary,  which  we  believe  to  be  Immaculate,  that  is  of 
the  moment  when  the  soul  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  being 
created  by  God  was  united  to  her  body;  but  only  of 
her  active  conception ;  in  other  words  of  the  action, 
by  which  the  hody  of  Mary,  according  to  the  law  of 
natural  propagation,  had  to' be  formed.  This  mean- 
ing is  manifest  to  any  one  who  will  take  the  pains  to 
read  the  whole  letter.  Nay,  it  may  also  be  gathered 
by  attentively  reading  the  words  quoted  by  the 
Doctor ;  for  it  is  said  that  Mary  was  not  sanctified 
in  conception,  but  when  already  existing  in  the  woniby 
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that  is  not  when  the  conception  of  the  body  took 
place,  for  it  was  formed  accorcUng  to -the  law  of  fXft' 
rupted  nature,  and  therefore  ^'  tho  sin  was  therein ;" 
but  when  the  body  ah'eady  existing  in  the  womb,  tho 
soul  was  created  and  united  to  it,  and  began  Mary's 
personal  existence,  which  in  the  words  quoted  is 
called  nativity.  It  is  plain  enough  th^t  ^'  nativity  in 
the  womb  ^^  can  mean  onlyjpa^^it;^  conception,  or  a 
union  of  body  and  soul,  by  which  union  a  new  per- 
son is  brought  into  existence. 

And  here  we  may  ask  why  Dr.  Steams,  if  he  had 
before  him  the  letter  in  question,  did  not  read  at  least 
the  few  lines  immediately  preceding  the  words  which 
he  quoted?  They  would  have  settled  his  diffioolty. 
In  order  to  show  that  the  Blessed  Virgin  was  not 
sanctified  in  conception,  the  author  of  the  letter  asks: 
'' Amidst  the  marriage  embraces  did  sanctity  perhaps 
blend  itself  with  conception,  so  that  she  was  at  the 
same  time  sanctified  and  conceived  ?" 

Again,  if  Dr.  Steams  read  the  letter,  was  he  not 
struck  with  these  words,  which  he  met  towards  the 
end:  "Whatever  I  have  said,  I  certainly  wish  to  b© 
considered  as  said  without  prejudice  to  wise  authority, 
and  especially  aU  this,  as  well  as  whatever  else  is  of 
the  same  character,  I  reserve  entirely  to  the  authority 
and  examination  of  the  Roman  Churchy  if  I  judga 
otherwise  than  as  it  does,  I  am  prepared  to  correct  my' 
errors." 
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Moreover,  that  the  question  with  regard  to  the  con- 
ception of  Mary  which  was  raised  during  St.  Bernard's 
life,  concerned  her  active  and  not  her  passive  concep- 
tioiiy   is  also  made  evident  by  the  controversy  which 
^was  carried  on,  soon  after  St.  Bernard's  death,  by  Peter 
of  Gelles  and  Nicholas  of  St.  Alban  in  England,  as 
T^e  can  see  in  the  three  letters  published  in  the  Migne 
Pat.  Lat.  (Op.  Petri  Cell  p.  614,  et  seq.),   and  by 
other  works  of  the  same  Peter  of  Celles.    (See  Serm. 
24,  p:  7135  Serm.  69,  p.  836,  Serm.  72  et  75,  p.  870 
et  871.) 

And  now  if  our  Reverend  Doctor  wishes  to  learn 
^hat  St.  Bernard  thought  of  the  Immaculate  purity 
of  Mary,  let  him  ponder  on  these  words  which  speak 
for  themselves:  "All  defect  is  beneath  herj  and 
whatever  of  weakness  or  corruption  exists  she  excels 
in  the  sublimest  degree,  and  surpasses  all  other  crea- 
tures  Justly,  therefore,  is  Maryj  who  beyond 

belief  penetrated  the  profoundest  abyss  of  divine  wis- 
dom, said  to  be  clothed  with  the  sun;  so  that,  as  far 
as  without  personal  union  the  condition  of  the  crea- 
ture allows,  she  seems  to  be  immersed  in  that  inac- 
cessible light Most  dazzling,  truly,  but  also 

most  warm,  is  the  garment  of  this  woman,  whose 
every  quality  is  known  to  be  so  excellently  irradiated, 
that  we  may  not  suspect  that  there  is  anything  in 
her,  I  shall  not  say  enveloped  in  darkness,  but  not 

even  obscured  or  less  bright ;  nay,  anything  not  warm 
26* 


306     THB  TBIJK  FAITH  OF  OUB  FORSFATBOHtS. 

or  most  glowing.    (Serm.  in  Dom.  infra  Oct.  Aaeampt  • 
B.  v.— Migne  P.  L.  t  183,  p.  430.) 

Here  we  most  stop  ]  for  we  have  no  more  room  to 
expatiate  on  the  proofs  of  the  Immaculate  Gonoeption 
of  Mary.  But,  before  concluding,  we  will  be  allowed 
to  mention  that  the  feast  of  the  Immaculate  Oon- 
ception  was  celebrated  in  the  Greek  Church  in  the 
3th  century,  as  is  clear  from  the  Typico  of  Bt.  Sab- 
bas,  and  that  it  spread  gradually  throughout  the 
whole  Church ;  so  that  in  the  9th  century  St.  Pas- 
chasius  Badbertus  could  say  (De  partu  Yirginis^  lib. 
1,  Migne  P.  L.  1. 120,  p.  1371) :  "  It  is  clear,  from  the 
authority  of  the  Church,  that  at  her  birth  she  (Maiy) 
was  subject  to  no  offence,  and  that,  sanctified  in  the 
womb,  she  did  not  contract  original  sin  ...  .  It  is 
clear  that  she  was  free  from  all  original  sin." 

Bemark  also  in  passing  that  the  feast  of  the 
Conception  of  Mary  was  still  preserved  by  the 
Anglicans  after  the  separation  of  England  from 
Borne.  You  can  read  it  in  ^'  the  Book  of  Common 
Prayer,  King  James,  anno  1604,  commonly  called 
the  Hampton  Court  Book;"  or  in  the  same  book 
'^  as  printed  at  Edinburgh,  1637,  commonly  called 
Archbishop  Laud's  f  or  in  the  same,  printed  under 
the  reign  of  Queen  Victoria.  See  the  Book  of  Com- 
mon Prayer,  London,  W.  Pickering,  1844, 5  vol. 

In  fine,  we  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  belief 
of  the  Immaculate  Conception  of  Maiy,  exists  among 
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tihe  Sobismatic  Greeks^  and  even  among  those  orien- 
tal sects,  wbicli  bave  been  separated  from  tbe  Cburcb 
of  Cbrist  &om  tbe  time  of  Nestorins  and  Entycbes. 
Tbis  is  proved  from  tbe  fact  tbat  in  1691,  Fr.  Josepb 
Besson,  S.  J.,  superior  of  tbe  mission  of  tbe  Society 
of  Jesus  in  Syria  and  Persia,  before  tbree  Patriarcbs 
and  an  Arcbbisbop,  in  presence  of  tbe  Frencb  Consul, 
proved  from  more  tban  two  bundred  passages,  taken 
from  tbe  oldest  liturgical  books,  tbat  tbose  oriental 
sects  believed  in  tbe  preservation  of  Mary  from  tbe 
stain  of  ori^nal  sin.  Wbat  be  said  was  openly 
acknowledged  by  tbe  Prelates  present,  wbo  signed 
on  tbat  occasion  tbe  declaration  tbat  '^  Mary  was 
always  fr^ee  and  exempt  from  original  sin,  as  very 
many  of  tbe  ancient  Holy  Fatbers,  tbe  teacbers  of 
the  oriental  Church  have  explained."  See  Civiltti 
Cattolica,  1876,  t.  12,  p.  341. 

"And  indeed,''  to  conclude  mth  the  words  of  Pius 
IX.  in  his  Bull  'Ine&bilis  Deus,'  ^4t  was  most  be- 
coming that  she  should  be  always  adorned  with  tbe 
splendor  of  the  most  perfect  holiness,  and  free  even  from 
the  very  stain  of  original  sin,  should  gain  a  most  com- 
plete triumph  over  tbe  ancient  serpent, — the  Mother  so 
Venerable,  to  whom  God  tbe  Father  gave  His  only 
Son,  whom  begotten  and  equal  to  Himself  He  loved  as 
Himself,  and  gave  in  such  a  manner  tbat  He  would 
be  by  nature  one  and  tbe  same  common  Son  of  God 
the  Father  and  of  the  Virgin^  whom  the  Son  himself 
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chose  to  make  substantially  His  motliery  and  from 
whom  the  Holy  Ghost  willed  and.  op^Bted  that  He 
should  be  conceived  and  bom,  &om  whom  He  Him> 
seK  proceeds." 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

SACRED  IMAGES. 

Before  reading  Dr.  Stearns's  chapter  on  Sacred 
Images,  we  would  have  thought  it  well  nigh  impos- 
sible, even  for  a  theologian  like  him,  to  bolster  op 
his  preconceived  opinions  with  so  many  gross  errors 
in  a  little  more  than  thirteen  pages  of  print.  But 
never  would  we  have  thought  of  the  still  bolder  feat 
of  quoting,  as  he  has  done,  the  Decree  of  the  Conndl 
of  Trent  on  Sacred  Images. 

His  prejudices  and  defective  ecclesiastical  training 
might  explain  the  errors  with  which  his  statements  are 
teeming ;  the  practice  of  taking  his  authorities  at  sec- 
ond, perhaps  third  or  fourth  hand,  from  imreliable 
and  bigoted  writers,  might  excuse  his  mistakes  in 
quoting  from  the  Fathers  j  but  how  could  we  think 
of  his  cutting  .out  some  words  of  the  Decree  of  the 
Council  of  Trent  in  order  to  misrepresent  its  doctrine  j 
of  his  having  mutilated  the  sentence  and  presented  it 
to  his  astonished  readers  in  its  garbled  condition, 
without  the  explanatory  clause,  when  he  ha>d  before 
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Lis  eyes  the  text  of  tlie  Decree  given  in  full  by  the 
Aichbisbop  (p.  235)  f 

Dr.  Steams  wants  to  gain  an  end.     He  wishes  to 
have  his  readers  believe  that  Catholics  pay  homage 
of  adoration  to  images.     With  such  an  object  in  view, 
of  coarse  all  kinds  of  means  are  legitimate.    Accord- 
ingly, he  graciously  informs  them  (p.  205)  that :  ''  The 
Coandlof  Trent  decrees  that '  due  honor  ^Jid  venera- 
tion are  to  be  given  them/  "  that  is  to  images.     And 
yet  the  decree,  quoted  by  the  Archbishop,  says :  "  The 
images  of  Christ  and  of  the  Virgin  Mother  and 
of  other  saints  are  to  be  had  and  retained,  espe- 
cially in  churches,  and  a  due  honor  and  veneration 
to  be  given    to  them;   not  that    any  di\dnity  or 
virtue  is  believed  to  be  in  them,   for  which   they 
are  to  be  honored,  or  that  any  prayer  is  to  be  made 
to  them,  or  that  any  confidence  is  to  be  placed  in 
them,  as  was  formerly  done  by  the  heathens,  who 
placed  their  hopes  in  idols;  but  hecause  the  Tumor 
'Which  is  ^ven  them  is  r^erred  to  the  originals  which 
they  represent,  so  that  by  the  images  which  we  kiss, 
and  before  which  we  uncover  our  heads  or  kneel,  we 
adore  Christ  and  venerate  his  Saints,  whose  like- 
ness they  represent.^    Quite  a  material  difference 
"between  what  the  Council  teaches,  and  what  the  Doc- 
tor makes  out  that  Catholics  believe. 

What  Dr.  Steams  has  done  with  the  Decree  of 
the  Council  of  Trent,  he  has  also  done  with  that  of 
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the  Seventh  Ecamenical  Council^  the  Seoond  of 
Nice  (A.D.  787).  But  here  we  may  charitably  sup- 
pose that  he  was  the  victim  of  his  child-like  con- 
fidence in  the  author  &om  whom  he  quoted  the  text. 
Let  us  supply  the  omission:  "We  define/'  says 
the  Council;  "with  all  certainty  and  earnestness  that 
venerable  and  holy  images  are  to  be  exposed  to  view, 
just  as  the  figure  of  the  precious  and    life-giving 

cross For  in  the  same  proportion  as  they  are 

seen  more  firequently  through  their  figurative  form,  in 
the  same  proportion  they  who  contemplate  those 
images  are  more  readily  roused  to  the  remembrance 
and  desire  of  those  whom  they  represent,  as  well  as 
to  embrace  and  ofier  them  respectful  veneration.  .  .  . 
So  that  to  them,  just  as  to  the  figure  of  the  precious 
and  saving  cross,  the  holy  gospels,  and  other  sacred 
memorials,  incense  and  lights  are  presented,  accord- 
ing to  the  pious  custom  of  antiquity.  For  tine  honor 
given  to  the  image  passes  over  to  the  person  whom 
it  represents;  and  he  who  venerates  the  image, 
venerates  the  person  portrayed  in  it." 

This  doctrine,  which  does  not  differ  a  jot  or  tittle 
from  that  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  was,  of  course, 
taught  by  St.  Thomas  Aquinas.  Dr.  Steams,  by 
giving  only  a  mutilated  fragment  of  the  Angelic 
Doctor,  misleads  non-Catholic  readers.  Restored  to 
its  integrity,  the  passage  quoted  by  our  Reverend  ad- 
versary reads  as  follows  (Summa  p.  3,  q.  25,  a.  3) : 
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'"Tliere  are  two  impulses  of  the  soul  towards  an  image : 
one  towards  the  image  inasmuch  as  it  is  something; 
another  inasmuch  as  it  is  the  likeness  of  a  person  ] 
and  between  these  two  operations  of  the  soul  there 
is  this  difference,  that  the  first  impulse  by  which  one 
is  drawn«to  the  image,  inasmuch  as  it  is  something, 
is  different  from  the  impulse  towards  the  object ;  but 
the  second  towards  the  image  inasmuch  as  it  is  an 
image,  is  one  and  the  same  with  that  towards  the  ob- 
ject. Accordingly,  we  must  say  that  no  reverence  is 
paid  to  the  image  of  Christ,  inasmuch  as  it  is  a  thing 
(for  instance,  wood  carved  or  painted),  because  rev- 
erence is  diie  to  none  but  a  rational  nature.  It  re- 
mains then,  that  reverence  is  shown  it  inasmuch  as 
it  is  an  image ;  and  thus  it  follows  that  the  same 
reverence  is  to  be  given  to  the  image  of  Christ  and  to 
Christ  Himself.  Smce  Christ  then  is  adored  with  the 
adoration  of  latria,  as  a  consequence  His  image  also 
is  to  be  adored  with  the  adoration  of  latriaP  Only 
the  last  words  in  italics  are  quoted  by  Dr.  Steams. 
Doubtless  space  was  precious,  and  the  full  comple- 
ment had  to  be  given  to  vituperation,  however  much 
fair  dealing  and  argument  might  suffer. 

From  the  words  above  quoted  it  would  appear  that 
St.  Thomas,  in  the  thirteenth  century,  explains 
clearly  the  teaching  of  the  Second  Council  of  Nice 
on  sacred  Images  j  the  same  which  the  Council  of 
Trent  was  obliged  to  define  against  the  errors  of  the 
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so-called  ^  Eeformers '^  of  the  sixteentli  centmy. 
That  doctrine  is  summed  up  in  one  sentence  of  the 
Catechism  of  the  same  Council:  The  pastor  will 
teach  his  people  ''the  lawfulness  of  the  use  of  images 
in  churches^  and  of  showing,  them  honor  and  venera- 
tion :  for  the  honor  paid  to  them  is  referred  to  the  ori- 
ginals (cnm  honor,  qui  eis  exhibetur,  referatur  ad 
prototypa)/' 

This  then,  and  no  other,  is  the  meaning  of  the  ven- 
eration of  sacred  images,  as  taught  and  practised  in 
the  Catholic  Church. 

Acknowledge,  Eev.  Doctor,  that  you  have  made  a 
mistake  in  pretending  to  know  more  about  Catholic 
doctrine,  than  its  accredited  teachers.  Be  honest,  and 
admit  like  an  honest  man  that  you  misled  your  readers 
when  you  wrote  that  it  was  ''  idle  for  the  Archbishop 
to  tone  down  the  doctrine  and  practice"  of  the  Church. 
No  man  having  a  spark  of  that  virtue  which  makes 
all  men  kin,  can  deny  the  glaring  injustice  of  your 
charge,  after  having  read  the  authorities  we  have  ad- 
duced, and  this  statement  of  the  Archbishop  (p.  235): 
''  Catholic  Christians  know  that  a  holy  image  has  no 
intelligence  or  power  to  hear  and  help  them.  But 
they  pay  it  a  relative  respect;  that  is,  their  reverence 
for  the  copy  is  proportioned  to  the  veneration  which 
they  entertain  for  the  heavenly  original,  to  which  U  is 
4Uso  rfferredJ* 

In  this  connection  we  must  point  out  another  blun- 
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der  of  the  '^Examiniiig  Ghaplmn  of  Easton.''  It  is 
quite  amusing  to  bear  him  saying  (p.  213):  ''The 
cherubim  [of  Solomon's  temple]  were  not  for  worship, 
while  the  images  in  the  Roman  Churches  are ;  for, 
says  I  Cardinal  Cajetan,  speaking  of  the  representa- 
tions of  Christ,  and  of  angels  and  of  saints,  'they  are 
not  only  painted  that  they  may  be  shown  as  the 
cherubims  were  of  old  in  the  Temple,  but  that  they  may 
be  adored,  as  the  frequent  use  of  the  Church  doth 
testify.'"  From  these  words  he  concludes  that  "the 
image  is  put  in  the  Church  to  be  adored." 

Now  the  fact  is  that  Cardinal  Cajetan  in  the  pas- 
fi^e  quoted  by  the  Doctor  (In  3  p.  S.  Thom.  q. 
25,  a.  3)  does  not  speak  of  "  representations  of  Christ, 
and  of  angels  and  of  saints,"  but  of  images  represent^ 
ing  God.  Not  speaking  of  the  mystery  of  the  In- 
canmtion  we  can^  says  Cardinal  Cajetan,  represent 
God  first  "  in  the  same  way  as  a  divine  thii^  is  rep-: 
resented  by  images,  ....  and  it  is  clear  that  under, 
this  respect  there  are  no  images  in  the  Church  of 
Gt)d.''  Secondly — "  In  the  same  way.  as  the  appari- 
tions of  God  mentioned  in  the  Scriptures  are  repre- 
sented,  as  when  the  Holy  Ghost  is  described  in  the 
form  of  a  dove,  ....  and  [these  are  the  words 
quoted  by  Dr.  Steams,  at  second  hand,  from 
Usher,  ap.  Brogden]  they  are  painted  not  only 
that  they  may  be  shown,  as  were  the  cherubim  of  old 

in  tl^  temple,  but  that  they  may  be  adored,  as  the 
21 
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frequent  use  of  the  CliaTcli  testifies."  In  wliat  sense 
adoration  is  paid  to  the  images  of  God  and  of  Christ 
who  is  God,  the  Cardinal  will  explain  for  ns  bye  and 
bye.  Even  of  this  Mnd  of  images  representing  G^ 
he  says  that  they  can  be  venerated,  provided  that 
they  are  according  to  the  ancient  practice  of  the 
Chnrch,  and  that  by  them  no  occasion  of  error  is 
given  to  any  body,  the  people  being  well  instructed 
and  believing  God  a  pure  spirit  and  in  all  things  pro- 
fessing the  doctrine  of  the  Church.  "  Si  antiquns 
Ecclesise  usus  servatur,  nullusque  occasionem  erran- 
di  accipiat  (quia  plebs  est  bene  instmcta  in  fide,  et 
credit  Deum  spiritum  esse,  et  in  omnibus  recte  cum 

.  Ecclesia  sentiunt),  non  video  peccatum  aliquod  in  hu- 
jusmodi  cultu  imaginum."  See  edit.  Venet.  1596, 
p.  265,  col.  2. 

Moreover,  had  Dr.  Steams  the  chance  to  consult 
Cajetan's  article,  which  he  has  so  unfortunately  in- 
voked, he  would  have  learned  from  him  that  when 
we  adore  Christ's  image,  we  adore  Christ  our  Lord, 
to  whom  we  pay  the  homage  of  adoration  in  his 
image.  This  homage  no  Christian  can  deny  to  be 
due  to  Him,  who  is  God,  the  Creator  of  all  things. 
"Exhibetur  siquidem  Christi  imagini  latria,  ut  ter- 

'  minus  secundum  Christum  in  ipsa,  vel  Christo  in  sua 

imagine,  quorum  neutrum  est  aliud  quam  exhibere 

latriam  Creatori  Jesu  Christo.'^     (lb.  p.  265,  col.  1.) 

What  is  here  said  of  the  homage  paid  to  Christ's 
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images,  might  be  repeated  with  regard  to  the  venera- 
tion  of  Maiy's  images  and  those  of  other  saints. 
"We  venerate  them  in  their  images;  the  honor  given 
to  images  is  not  given  to  them  inasmuch  as  they  are 
statues  or  paintings,  but  is  offered  to  our  Blessed 
Lady,  and  to  the  Saints  of  God,  whom  we  honor 
in  their  images. 

And  now  we  hope  that  our  Rev.  Doctor  under- 
stands how  apt  and  well-chosen  was  the  Arch- 
bishop's illustration  of  the  Catholic  doctrine,  and 
that  he  will  bend  his  mighty  intellect  to  the  consid- 
eration of  "Tom's''  natural  logic.  When  asked  by 
the  English  parson  whether  he  prayed  to  images, 
right  properly  did  "  Tom"  answer  "We  pray  before 
them,  but  we  have  no  intention  of  praying  to  them." 
And  the  gentleman  who  was  asked  at  the  unveiling 
of  Henry  Clay's  statue  at  Richmond,  why  he  took 
o£f  his  hat,  refuted  with  his  common  sense  all  the 
attacks  against  the  respect  paid  to  images  by  Cath- 
olics, when  he  answered:  "my  intention  is  to  do 
honor  to  the  original." 

Outward  signs  are  the  expressions  of  inward  sen- 
timents. The  baring  of  your  head  in  presence  of 
a  statue,  or  painting  of  a  great  statesman,  is  an  ex- 
pression of  civU  respect  for  the  natural  and  social 
virtues  of  the  deceased;  the  prostrations  and  the 
burning  of  incense  before  holy  images  are  the  ex- 
pression of  the  religious  veneration  you  owe  to  the 
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originals.  To  the  statne  of  Henry  Clay  you  oonld 
not  pay  this  respect;  to  pay  it  to  tlie  images  of 
Christ,  of  the  Blessed  Virgin,  of  the  Saints,  means 
that  yon  adore  Christ  Jesns  as  your  God  and 
Saviour,  that  yon  reverence  the  Blessed  Virgin  as 
His  holy  Mother,  and  the  Saints  as  heroic  servants 
of  God  whom  He  has  glorified. 

Bnt  was  this  veneration  of  holy  images  practised 
in  the  Chmxjh,  previous  to  the  Second  Council  of 
Nice  ?  Is  it  acknowledged  as  lawful  by  the  early 
Fathers?  Dr.  Steams  says  (p.  205):  "For  the 
first  400  years  they  [Christians]  had  no  images  for 
religious  worship,  such  as  the  Boman  Church  now 
pays  to  them,  in  any  congregation  of  the  Catholic 
Church.  I  distinctly  challenge  the  Archbishop  to 
produce  one  instance— only  one.''  And  a  little 
farther  on,  becoming  bolder  as  he  proceeds,  he 
adds  (p.  209) :  "  The  Fathers  of  the  first  six  cen- 
turies denounce  image-worship ;"  and  again  (p.  210) : 
"Not  till  nearly  two  hundred  years  after,  in  the 
second  Council  of  Nice,  A.D.  787,  was  the  worship 
of  them  sanctioned." 

What  a  pity  he  wrote  those  sentences !  "We  shall 
let  the  reader  judge  of  their  rashness  and  temerity. 
•  St.  Basil,  one  of  the  greatest  lights  of  the  Church  <rf 
God,  and  who  died  in  379,  writing  to  Julian  the  Apos- 
tate, makes  his  solemn  profession  of  faith  thus  (Ep. 
360,  MigneP.  G.  t.  32.  p.  1099) :  "According  to  the 
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immaculate  fsaih  of  the  Cliristians,  wbicb  we  have 
divinely  received,  I  declare  that  I  believe  in  one 
Grod  ....  I  acknowledge  also  the  holy  Apostles, 
the  prophets  and  the  martyrs  ]  and  I  call  upon  them 
to  supplicate  God  that  through  them,  that  is  by  their 
intervention,  the  mercifcd  God  may  be  pppitious  to 
me,  release  me  from  sin  and  pardon  me.  Wherefore 
I  honor  and  humbly^  venerate  {Tifiut  Kai  npoatcvvcj) 
their  images,  since  these  have  been  handed  down  by 
the  holy  Apostles  and  are  not  prohibited,  nay,  are  even 
painted  in  ALL  our  churches.^' 

Eveiy  circumstance  makes  this  document  decisive 
in  the  present  instance : — ^the  authority  of  the  writer, 
a  great  Doctor  of  the  universal  Church,  and  one  of 
the  most  powerful  defenders  of  the  faith  in  the  fourth 
century;  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  the 
Emperor  Julian,  a  persecutor  of  Christianity  j  the 
scope  of  the  letter,  to  state  clearly  before  the  tyrant 
the  fedth  of  Christians ;  the  statement  itself,  in  which 
the  writer  declares  both  the  doctrine  and  practice  of 
the  Church  with  regard  to  sacred  images,  both  of 
which,  by  his  testimony,  descended  from  the  Apostles. 

It  was  in  accordance  with  this  apostolic  tradition 

that  the  early  Christians  in  the  Catacombs,  not  only 

had  synibolSj  as  our  adversary  acknowledges;  but 

also  images,  as  is  plain  to  any  one  who  has  visited 

those  subterranean  cities,  where  the  Christians  lived 

for  three  centuries,  or  has  read  or  even  heard  any- 
27* 
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thing  of  Christian  archaeology.  The  Christians  saw 
in  the  Catacombs  the  image  of  the  Good  Shepherd, 
and  before  that  image  they  adored  Hh^  who  had 
brought  them  into  His  fold  and  was  feeding  them 
unto  life  eternal;  they  beheld  the  image  of  Mary 
with  her  divine  Son,  and  before  it  they  begged  her 
to  intercede  in  their  behalf;  they  met  the  images  of 
Saints  Peter  and  Paul  and  other  Saints,  and  they 
held  these  images  in  veneration,  asking  before  them, 
as  we  do  now,  the  protection  of  those  whom  they 
represented,  and  assistance  to  becotne  imitators  of 
their  virtues. 

Of  the  veneration  of  the  cross,  as  practised  by  thd 
early  followers  of  Christ,  we  have  positive  and  ievi- 
dent  proofs.  Minutius  Felix,  who  died  in  the  first 
part  of  the  third  century,  in  his  "  Octavius,'*  (chaps. 
9th  and  12th)  speaking  of  the  heathens'  charges 
against  the  Christians,  mentions  that  of  adoring  the 
cross ;  which  charge  he  denies,  in  as  far  as  it  meant 
that  they  paid  to  the  cross  the  absolute  adoration 
which  is  due  to  God. 

To  the  same  accusation,  TertuUian,  in  his  "Apol- 
ogy for  the  Christians,"  (chap.  16)  humorously  re- 
plies :  "  He  who  thinks  that  we  give  religious  wor- 
ship to  a  cross,  shall  be  our  companion  in  religion," 
(t.  e,  since  you  adore  wood,  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  it  be  in  the  form  of  an  idol  or  a  cross  j  so, 
come  and  join  us) "If  perchance  we  wor- 
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sliip  ihe  6ro8S,  at  least  we  worsMp  a  whole  and  entire 
Xjrod "  (i.  e,  wlieh  you  adore  an  upright  figure,  you 
have  only  half  as  much  as  we,  who  have  both  an 
tipright  and  cross-piece). 

And  when  Julian  the  Apostate  made  a  like  accu- 
sation against  the  Christians,  St.  Gynl  of  Alexandria 
(Contra.  Jul.  lib.  6)  showed  him  how  lawful  it  was 
Id  honor  "  the  salutary  wood  of  the  venerable  cross 
{tov  tiniov  dravpov)  which  recalls  to  memory  all  the 
bienefits  coiiferred  on  us  by  the  death  of  Christ." 

For  further  information  on  the  veneration  of  sacred 
iinSkges  iu  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries,  we  refer 
Bev.  I>octor  Stearns  to  St.  Ambrose,  Ep.  53  j  St. 
Chiysostom,  tom.  de  Sancto  Meletio  5  St.  Gregory 
!Nazianzen,  orat.  25,  al.  22,  n.  2 ;  St.  Asterius,  Bishop 
of  Aihasea  in  Fontus,  orat.  de  S.  Euphemia  V.  et  M.j 
St.  tauiiUus  of  Nola,  Ep.  32,  al.  12,  ad  Severum  j 
St.  trudfentius,  iU  libro  Peristephanon,  hymno  none  5 
St.  Nilus,  Ep.  ad  Olympiodorum ;  Theodoretus,  His- 
toric religiosa,  c.  26. 

Let  our  Reverehd  opponent  read  them;  or  at 
least  let  him  read  on  the  subject  the  authors  whom 
he  has  qUiDted,  with  so  little  fidelity,  second-hand^ 
Buoh  tuB  Origen,  Lact^ntius,  Ambrose,  Augustine, 
Jerome. 

If  he  trill  hav6  recourse  to  the  sources,  he  will 
find  out,  first,  that  the  words  of  Lactantius  are  found 
L.  2,  Inst.  DiV.  Ch.  19,  not  18,  as  quoted  by  him — 
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those  of  St.  Jerome  are  said  to  be  from  his  Comm. 
in  I.  Ep.  Joan.5, 10 ;  but  thesjB  commentaries  are  not 
among  his  works. 

Besides,  oar  Doctor  will  soon  understand  that  the 
authors  whom  he  names  in  the  passages  mentioned, 
speak  only  of  idols  and  of  representations  of  the 
false  gods  of  paganism,  which,  of  coarse,  they  con- 
demn; but  in  those  passages  there  is  not  even  an 
allusion  to  the  imager  of  Christ  or  of  the  Saints. 

The  idea  of  quoting  St.  Augustine's  exposition  of 
the  113th  Psalm,  when  the  Great  African  Doctor 
8j)eak3  there  only  of  the  heathens,  who  "  calling  the 
figures  due  to  the  mechanic's  skill  by  the  name  of 
those  things  which  God  has  made  (the  earth,  the  sea, 
fire,  the  sun,  the  moon)  change  the  truth  of  God  into 
a  lie ;  but  regarding  and  venerating  cts  gods  the  things 
themselves,  they  serve  the  creature  rather  than  the 
Creator  who  is  blessed  for  ever."  In  Ps.  113,  n.  4, 
in  fine. 

Vut  the  scene  changes,  and  we  are  introduced  to 
5^t,  Gregory  the  Great,  as  he  is  telling  Serenus, 
HUltop  of  Marseilles :  "  We  commended  you  that 
>i'\n\  liad  that  zeal,  that  nothing  made  with  hands 
<*Usmld  be  worshipped ;  but  yet  we  judge  that  you 
•  *ihv^uUl  not  have  broken  those  images."  Dr.  Steams 
^uottv*  Rogistr.  lib.  7,  Epist.  109 ;  etiam.  lib.  9,  ep. 
^>,  up.  Jlmg,  II.  338.  Again  his  second-hand  cita- 
tiou  ia  fi4uUy.     The  two  letters  addressed  to  Serenus 


SACRED  IMAGES.  321 

on  tlie  subject  are  lib.  9.  ep.  105,  and  lib.  11,  ep. 
13.  But  even  witb  this  correction,  to  wbat  purpose 
does  Dr.  Steams  quote  tbem  ?  St.  Gregory  speaks 
there  of  tbose  who  oeforedf  images,  paying  to  them  the 
homage  of  a  directddoration,  such  as  is  due  only  to 
the  originals  j  for  immediately  before  the  words  just 
quoted,  he  says  (Ep.  105.  lib.  9) :  "I  made  known 
to  you  before,  that  it  was  reported  to  us  that  your 
te,temity  seeing  dome  adorers  of  images,  broke  into 
pieces  and  threw  out  of  the  Churches  the  same 
'biiages."  And  he  concludes  his  letter  thus  :  "  Your 
fraternity  ought,  however,  to  have  preserved  them, 
aiid  prohibited  the  people /row  adoring  therii."  In 
the  other  letter  he  rebukes  Bishop  Serenus  even 
more  severely  for  what  he  has  done :  "  Tell  me, 
brotJier,  was  it  ever  heard  that  that  which  you  have 
done  was  done  by  any  priest  ?  If  by  nothing  else, 
'j^hould  you  not  at  least  have  been  recalled  to  a  sense 
of  your  duty  by  this  reflection,  that,  despising  your 
brethren,  you  considered  yourself  alone  holy  and 

We  coiuinend  the  last  sentence  to  Dr.  Steams. 
It  may,  perchance,  suggest  to  him  something  else  as 
trell  as  the  practice  of  the  Church  at  the  end. of  the 
'6t!h  century. 

As  We  have  now  re^hed  the  seventh  century,  we 
must  quote  here  from  Leontius,  Bishop  of  Neapolis, 
who  wrote  to  vindicate  the  veneration  of  holy  images 
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against  the  accusation  of  the  Jews  :  ''When,  there^ 
fore,  you  have  seen  the  Christians  adore  the  cross, 
know  that  they  offer  adoration  to  Christ  crucified, 
and  not  to  the  wood.  For  if  they  had  worshipped 
the  nature  of  wood,  surely  they  would  also  have 
adored  trees  and  groves,  just  as  thou,  O  Israel, 
once  adored  them,  saying  to  the  tree  and  the  wood : 
'  Thou  art  my  God,  thou  hast  brought  me  forth ' 
(Jerem.  ii.  27).  But  we,  on  the  other  hand,  do 
not  say  to  the  cross  or  to  the  figures  of  the 
saints :  You  are  our  Gods ;  for  they  are  not  our 
Gods.  But  the  images  and  likenesses  of  Christ  and 
his  saints,  must  be  adored  in  their  remembrance  and 
honor,  and  displayed  for  the  ornament  of  the 
churches.  For  he  who  honors  a  martyr,  honors 
God;  and  he  who  honors  His  Mother,  does  honor 
to  Him  J  and  he  who  honors  an  Apostle,  honors 
Him  who  sent  him"  (Migne  P.  G.  t.  93,  p. 
1607). 

The  pracjbice  of  honoring  sacred  images  was  com- 
mon in  the  Church  of  Christ  from  the  Apostolic 
ages  till  the  eighth  century  (A.D.  726),  when  Leo 
the  Isaurian,  Emperor  of  Constantinople,  began  in 
the  East  his  impious  and  barbarous  work  of  destruc- 
tion. The  faithful  received  his  edict  against  the 
venotation  of  images  with  universal  indignation; 
$1,  Germanus,  the  holy  Patriarch  of  Constantinople, 
$1,  John  Damascene  and  the  Holy  Pontiffs,  St. 
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Gregory  II.  and  St.  Gregory  III.  strenuously  de- 
fended the  cause  of  God  and  of  his  saints. 

"  Avaunt,  envious  devil,"  wrote  St.  John  Damas- 
cene (Orat.  2  de  imag.,  Migne  P.  G.  t.  94.  p.  1287), 
"  you  are  jealous  of  us  because  we  look  upon  the 
image  of  our  Lord,  through  which  we  attain  sanctity. 

You  envy  the  saints  the  honor  which  God 

has  conferred  on  them,  and  the  delineation  of  their 
fortitude  and  faith,  which  we  emulate.  But  thee  we 
shall  not  obey,  envious  demon,  hater  of  mankind, 
listen,  peoples,  tribes,  tongues,  men,  women,  boys, 
old  men,  youths,  infants,  holy  race  of  Christians : 
if  any  one  preach  to  you  aught  else  but  that  which 
the  Catholic  Church  has  preserved  unto  this  day  as 
the  teaching  received  from  the  Apostles,  the  Fathers 
and  the  Councils,  do  not  give  ear  to  him,  and  be 
not  persuaded  by  the  serpent  as  Eve  was  of  old, 
whence  death  followed." 

St.  Gregory  II.  in  his  second  letter  to  the  Emper- 
or Leo  (Ep.  13,  ad  Leonem,  Migne  P.  L.  t.  89,  p. 
523)  exhorted  him  to  return  to  the  faith  and  per- 
petual practice  of  the  Church  :  "  Do  penance  and 
be  converted  and  enter  into  the  truth  (Poenitentiam 
age  et  convertere  atque  ad  veritatem  ingredere  j  sicut 
invenisti  et  accepisti  custodi)." 

And  St.  Gregory  III.,  in  a  Council  where  93 
Bishops  were  present,  decreed  that :  "If  any  one, 
henceforth,  despising  those  faithful  to  the  ancient 
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custom  and  the  usage  of  tlie  Apostolic  Cbnicliy  sliall 
have  been  a  snbverter,  destroyer,  profaner  or  blas- 
phemer against  the  same  veneration,  of  holy  images, 
that  is,  those  of  God,  of  onr  Lord  Jesus  Ghrist|  of 
his  Mother,  «ver  Virgin,  Immaculate  and  glorious 
Maiy,  of  the  blessed  Apostles  and  of  all  the.  Saints, 
let  him  be  deprived  of  the  body  and  blood  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ  or  of  the  unity  of  the  Church,  and 
connection  with  it  (totius  Ecclesis  unitate  atq^ue 
compage)." 

With  this  epoch,  some  fifty  years  before  the  Second 
Council  of  Nice,  we  conclude  our  sketch  of  the 
practice  and  doctrine  of  the  Church  respecting 
sacred  images,  from  the  beginning  of  Chiistiaiiity 
till  the  first  part  of  the  8th  century. 

Now,  let  the  reader  recall  to  mind  and  qualify  be- 
comingly Dr.  Stearns's  assertions,  that  "for  the  first, 
four  hundred  years  Christians  had  no  images  for  re- 
li^ous  worship  J ''  that  "the  Fathers  of  the  first  six 
centuries  denounce  image  worship ;"  that  "this  wor- 
ship was  not  sanctioned  till  the  Second  Council  of. 
Nice,  A.D.  787.'' 

He  remarks  also  that  "this  .Council  (the  2d  of 
Nice)  was  rejected  by  the  Council  of  Frankfort  (A.D. 
794),  composed  of  three  hundred  Bishops  from. 
G^ul,  Aquitaine,  Germany,  and  Italy;  by  the  Coun- 
cil of  Constantinople  (A.D.  815);  and  by  the  Coun^ 
oil  of  Paris  (A.D.  824)."     Another  instance  of  un-^ 
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bimess  I  He  ought  to  liave  said,  if  lie  has  any  re- 
Taxd  for  the  truth  of  history,  that  the  Council  of 
Prankfort  was  deceived  by  a  fal^  translation  of  the 
Second  Council  of  Nice,  which  made  them  believe 
shat  the  adoration  of  the  very  pictures  was  author- 
zed  ]  and  thinking  the  same  Council  not  approved 
yy  the  Pope,  they  did  not  accept  its  decree.  The 
Z/ouncil  of  Constantinople,  in  814,  which  Dr.  Steams 
erroneously  mentions  as  held  in  815,  was  no  lawful 
Council  at  all,  but  a  convocation  of  heretics ;  the 
Council  of  Paris,  A.D.  82 4^  rejected  only  absolute 
idoration  of  images. 

Besides,  our  opponent  ought  not  to  have  forgotten 
that  all  opposition  to  the  Decree  of  the  Second  Gen- 
eral Council,  of  Nice  on  sacred  images  ceased  as 
Boon  as  its  true  sense  was  made  known  by  a  fair 
translation  ]  and  it  was  afterwards  confirmed  by  the 
8th  Ecumenical  Council  of  Constantinople  (A.D. 
869-70),  by  which  the  common  faith  of  the  Eastern 
and  Western  Church  on  the  veneration  due  to  holy 
images  was  again  made  manifest  to  the  whole 
world. 

Dr.  Steams,  commenting  on  the  Archbishop's 
words,  ''The  first  crusade  against  images  was 
waged  in  the  8th  century  by  Leo  the  Isaurian,  Em- 
peror of  Constantinople,"  remarks  (p.  207):  "a 
slight  mistake ...  it  was  good  King  Hezekiah,  fifteen 

hundred  years  before  Leo,  who  waged  the  first 
28 
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crasade  against  images."  Good  Sir !  take  np  your 
Bible  and  see  against  wliich  images  and  why  war 
was  waged  by  good  King  Ezecbias.  In  your  King 
James'  Bible,  II.  Kings,  xvii.,  you  will  find  "tbat  the 
children  of  Israel  had  sinned  against  the  Lord  their 
God,  which  had  brought  them  up  out  of  the  land  of 
Egypt,  from  under  the  hand  of  Pharaoh  King  of 
Egypt,  and  had  feared  other  godSj  and  walked  in 
the  statutes  of  the  heathen  .  .  .  .  acd  they  built  them 
high  places  ....  and  they  set  them  up  images  and 
igroves  in  every  high  hill  and  under  every  green  tree  j 
and  there  they  burnt  incense  in  all  the  high  places, 
as  did  the  heathen  ....  for  they  served  idolSj  whereof 
the  Lord  had  said  unto  them,  ye  shall  not  do  this 
thing.  Yet  the  Lord  testified  against  Israel,  and 
against  Judahj  by  all  the  prophets  and  by  all  the 
seers. . .  notwithstanding  they  would  not  hear,  but  har- 
dened their  necks,  like  to  the  neck  of  their  fathers, 
that  did  not  believe  in  the  Lord  their  God . . .  And  they 
left  all  the  commandments  of  the  Lord  their  God, 
and  made  them  molten  images,  even  two  calves^  and 
made  a  grove,  and  worshipped  all  the  host  of  heaven, 
and  served  JSaaV  {vY.  7-16), 

Against  this  impious  worship  Ezechias  waged 
war,  when,  as  related  in  the  following  chapter  (xviii. 
4)  according  to  your  quotation :  "  He  destroyed  the 
high  places,  and  broke  the  statues  in  pieces,  and  cut 
down  the  groves  and  broke  the  brazen  serpent  which 
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Moses  had  made;  for  till  that  tune  the  children  of 
Israel  burnt  incense  to  it." 

Oh  Doctor !  did  not  the  pen  tremble  in  your  hand 
and  a  chill  of  horror  shake  your  firame,  when  yon 
compared  the  idols  of  paganism,  which  the  children 
of  Israel  adored  as  gods,  with  the  images  of  Christ 
and  his  Saints,  which  we  venerate  with  reference  to 
their  originals  f 

A  word  suffices  to  do  away  with  the  objection 
drawn  from  the  commandment:  "Thou  shalt  not 
make  to  thyself  a  graven  thing,  nor  the  likeness  of 
any  things  that  are  in  heaven  above,  or  that  are  in 
the  earth  beneath,  or  that  abide  in  the  waters  under 
the  earth.  Thou  shalt  not  adore  them,  and  thou 
shalt  not  serve  them''  (Deut.  v:  8,  9).  These 
words  cannot  imply  an  absolute  prohibition  against 
making  images.  If  our  dissenting  brethren  believe 
ihaty  let  them  destroy  all  the  pictures  of  friends  and 
relatives  or  historical  characters  now  found  in  their 
dwellings,  and  even  in  their  churches ;  let  them  do 
away  with  all  works  of  art  which  represent  and  imi- 
iate  nature ;  nay,  let  them  admit  that  God  contradicted 
lis  order  when,  describing  the  form  of  the  tabernacle, 
le  commanded  to  be  made  (Ex.  xxv.  33):  "  Three 
cups  as  it  were  nuts  to  every  branch,  and  a  bowl 
i¥ithal,  and  a  lily :  and  three  cups  likewise  of  the 
iiashion  of  nuts  in  the  other  branch,  and  a  bowl 
irithal  and  a  lily;"  let  them  even  acknowledge  that 
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Solomon's  temple  was  an  object  of  abominatioii  be- 
fore God,  for  there  were  carved  on  the  walls  ^^  figmes 
of  cherubim  and  palm  trees  and  open  flowers" 
(King  James'  Bible,  I.  Kings,  yL  29) ;  '^  and  the 
chapters  upon  the  pillars  had  pomegranates"  (c.  viL 
20);  and  the  molten  sea  ''stood  upon  twelve  oxen;" 
and  on  the  borders  that  were  between  the  ledges 
"  were  lions,  oxen,  and  cherubims"  (c.  viL  25j  29). 

If  then  the  words  of  GU)d's  commandment  do  not 
convey  an  absolute  prohibition,  and  their  restricted 
meaning  must  be  drawn  from  the  other  words  of 
God ;  it  is  evident  that  it  must  be  chiefly  explained 
by  the  words  preceding  and  following ;  and,  there- 
fore, according  to  them,  must  mean  a  prohibition 
against  making  images  of  created  things  and  adoring 
them  as  gods. 

According  to  King  James'  Bible,  we  have,  im- 
mediately preceding  this  commandment,  the  words : 
"I  am  the  Lord  thy  God  which  brought  thee 
out  of  the  land  of  Egypt,  from  the  house  of 
bondage.  Thou  shalt  have  none  other  gods  before 
me."  Then :  ''  Thou  shalt  not  make  thee  any 
graven  image,"  concluding  thus :  "  Thou  shalt  not 
bow  down  thyself  unto  them,  nor  serve  them": — ^non 
adorabis  ea  neque  coles,"  according  to  the  Greek, 
Syriac,  and  Latin  versions.  By  these  words,  even 
taken  by  themselves,  it  is  clear  that  God  speaks  of 
the  worshipping  of  idols,  since  he  speaks  of  homage 
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paid  to  images  of  created  things  by  which  man 
^^ serves''  them  as  gods. 

But  this  is  made  as  clear  as  noonday  by  two 
parallel  passages  of  Holy  Writ.  In  Leviticus  (xxvi. 
1,  Protestant  version)  we  read :  "  I  am  the  Lord 
your  God :  ye  shall  make  you  no  idols  nor  graven 
images,  neither  rear  you  up  a  standing  image,  neither 
shall  ye  set  up  any  image  of  stone  in  your  land,  to 
bow  down  unto  it  [ut  adores  lapidem] :  for  I  am  the 
Lord  your  God."  And  in  Deuteronomy  (iv.  15-19,) 
Moses  said  to  the  people  (again  the  Protestant  ver- 
sion) :  "  Take  ye  therefore  good  heed  unto  your- 
selves. .  .  .  lest  ye  corrupt  yourselves,  and  make 

you  a  graven  image the  likeness  of  any 

beast  that  is  on  the  earth,  the  likeness  of  any  winged 
fowl  that  flieth  in  the  air,  the  likeness  of  anything 
that  creepeth  on  the  ground,  the  likeness  of  any  iish 
that  is  in  the  waters  beneath  the  earth;  and  lest 
thou  lift  up  thine  eyes  unto  heaven,  and  when  thou 
seest  the  sun,  and  the  moon,  and  the  stars,  even  all 
the  host  of  heaven,  shouldest  be  driven  to  worship 
them  and  serve  them." 

When  Moses  came  down  from  the  Mount  he  found 
the  Israelites,  not,  as  Dr.  Steams  says,  worshipping 
God  "  by  means  of  an  image,"  but  actually  worship- 
ping an  idol.  The  Eeverend  gentleman  has  no  ex- 
cuse for  not  remembering  these  very  plain  words  of 

his  English  Bible,  Exod.  xxxii.  7 :  "  and  the  Lord 

28* 
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said  unto  Moses,  go,  get  tliee  down:  for  tliy  people, 
wMcli  thou  brouglitest  out  of  tlie  land  of  Egypt  liave 
corrupted  themselves ;  they  liave  turned  aside  quick- 
ly out  of  the  way  which  I  commanded  them  ^  they 
have  made  them  a  molten  calf,  and  have  worshiped 
ity  and  have  sacrificed  thereunto,  and  said,  '  These  he 
thy  gods  J  O  Israel,  which  have  brought  thee  up  out  of 
the  land  of  Egypt."  Moreover  in  Psalm  cviii.  (cvi.  in 
King  James'  Bible)  19-22,  he  might  read:  "They 
made  a  calf  in  Horeb  and  ivorshipped  the  moUen  image. 
Thus  they  changed  their  glory  into  the  sintilitude  of 
an  ox  that  eateth  grass.  They^br^^  God  their  Sa- 
viour, which  had  done  great  things  in  Egypt,  won- 
drous works  in  the  land  of  Ham,  and  terrible  things 
by  the  Red  Sea." 

Dr.  Steams,  concluding  his  14th  chapter,  regrets 
that  the  Archbishop  had  not  said  anything  of  relics; 
and  to  supply  the  deficiency  he  favors  his  readers 
with  "  an  extract  from  one  of  the  Homilies  of  the 
Church  of  England  set  forth  in  the  time  of  Queen 
Elizabeth — the  Homily  Against  the  Perils  qf  Idot- 

Why  did  the  gentleman  who  wishes  to  make 
li  Acquainted  with  the  "  faith  of  our  Forefathers,*'  not 
WTt»  recourse  to  the  writings  qf  the  early  Falters 
^  tl»  Church,  instead  of  copying  the  libels  found 
^  '^  Homilies  "  set  forth  in  the  time  of  Queen  Eliza- 
VAt     Is  it,  because,  by  the  "fedth  of  our  Fore- 


BACKED  IMAGES.  *  331 

fathers/'  lie  does  not  mean  the  faith  of  the  eariy 
disciples  of  Christ,  of  his  confessors,  of  his  doctors, 
but  the  faith  of  those  who  wrote  the  Homilies  set 
forth  "  in  the  time  of  Queen  Elizabeth  "T 

To  enable  the  reader  to  form  some  idea  of  what 
"our  Forefathers"  in  the  faith  thought  and  said 
about  relics,  we  shall  quote  a  few  extracts  only, 
since  a  complete  review  of  the  subject  would  more 
than  fill  a  volume. 

St.  Hilary  of  Poitiers,  who  died  A.D.  367,  wrote : 
".We  owe  more  to  your  cruelty,  Nero,  Decius, 
and  Maximian  (than  to  Constantius) ;  for  through 
you,  we  conquer  Satan.  Everywhere  was  the  holy 
blood  of  the  martyrs  received,  and  their  venerable 
bones  are  a  daily  testimony,  while  evil  spirits  howl 
at  them,  while  maladies  are  expelled.''  Contra  Const. 
Imp.  n.  8. 

St.  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  who  died  A.D.  394,  speak- 
ing of  the  shrine  where  a  relic  of  St.  Theodorus,  Mar- 
tyr, was  venerated,  says  (de  St.  Theod.  Martyr. 
Migne  P.  G.  t.  46,  p.  739) :  "  Should  some  one  allow 
Kim  [the  beholder]  to  carry  away  the  dust  which  lies  on 
the  surface  of  that  resting-place,  the  dust  is  received 
as  a  gift,  and  the  earth  is  treasured  up  as  a  valuable 
possession.  For  to  touch  the  relic  itself,  if  even  by 
so  great  a  good  fortune  one  obtain  leave,  how  very 
much  this  is  to  be  desired,  and  what  a  concession 
to  the  most  earnest  supplication,  they  who  have  had 
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experience,  and  liave  accomplished  this  desiie, 
know.  For  the  beholders  with  joy  embrace  it  as  if 
a  living  and  unfading  body,  applying  it  to  eyes, 
and  month,  and  eais,  and  to  all  the  senses ;  and 
shedding  then  a  tear  of  veneration  and  of  sympathy 
for  the  martyr  ....  they  supplicate  him  to  inter- 
cede, beseeching  him  as  Grod's  attendant." 

St.  Ignatius,  of  Antioch  suffered  martyrdom,  A.D. 
107.  Afterwards  his  relics  were  conveyed  to  his 
See,  and  carried,  as  an  inestimable  treasure,  from 
city  to  city.  On  this  occasion  St.  Chrysostom  wrote 
(Migne  P.  G.  t.  50,  p.  594) :  "  Grod  removed  him  from 
you  for  a  little  while,  and  with  much  more  glory  he  has 

restored  him You  sent  forth  aBishop,  and  you 

have  received  a  martyr;  you  sent  forth  with  prayers, 
and  you  have  received  with  crowns.  And  not  you 
alone,  but  all  the  intermediate  cities.  For  how 
think  you  were  they  affected  when  they  beheld  the 
relics  transported  t  What  fruits  of  gladness  did 
they  gather t  How  much  did  they  rejoice!"  At 
the  close  of  his  account  of  the  glorious  translation 
of  the  relics  of  St.  Ignatius,  he  says :  "  It  is, 
indeed,  true,  that  whoso  cometh  here  [to  his  relics] 
reaps  great  blessings  j  for  not  the  bodies  only,  but 
even  the  sepulchres  of  the  saints  are  replete  with 
spiritual  grace." 

In  the  year  406,  St.  Jerome  wrote  against  Vigi- 
lantius,  who  sneered  at  the  common  practice  among 
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Oatholics  of  venerating  holy  relics:  "It  is  ill  done 
then  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  that,  over  the  venerable 
bones  as  we  think  them,  over  vile  dust  as  you  think 
it,  of  the  departed  Peter  and  Paul,  he  offers  sacrifice 
to  the  Lord,  and  accounts  their  tombs  Christ's  altars. 
And  not  the  Bishop  of  one  city  only,  but  the  Bishops 
of  the  whole  world  are  in  error,  who  in  spite  of  the 
innkeeper  Vigilantius,  go  into  the  Basilicas  of  dead 
men/'     (Adv.  Vigil,  c.  8.) 

In  the  same  (fifth)  century,  Theodoret  (Serm.  8, 
De  Cur.  Giaec.  Aff.,  Migne  P.  G.  t.  83,  p.  1011)  teUs 
us  that  the  bodies  of  the  martyrs  "are  not  deposited 
each  in  its  respective  tomb,  but  cities  and  villages  have 
shared  them  among  them,  and  call  them  saviours  both 
of  souls  and  bodies,  and  physicians,  and  honor  them  as 
presiding  over  cities,  and  as  guardians;  ....  And 
though  their  bodies  are  divided,  the  grace  has  re- 
mained undivided,  and  that  small,  yea,  minutest  relic, 
has  a  power  equal  to  that  of  the  martyr's  body,  that 
has  never  in  any  way  been  divided." 

Two  more  evidences  of  Dr.  Stearns's  erudition  and 
fair  dealing,  and  we  have  done.  In  a  note,  p.  213, 
he  says  that  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  xi.  21, 
"the  rendering  of  the.  edition  of  Lucas  Brothers, 
sanctioned  by  Archbishop  Whitfield,  is  a  falsifica- 
tion of  the  Greek,  which  reads  *  worshipped  upon 
(t'Tr/)  the  top  of  his  rod,'  and  cannot  possibly  mean 
*  worshipped  the  top  of  his  rod.' "     Dear  reader,  you 
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may  make  an  act  of  fialtli  upon  this  interpretation, 
for  there  is  no  doubt  whatever  tliat  the  controver- 
sialist of  Easton  knows  Greek  better  that  St.  John 
Chrysostom  and  Theodoret,  who  gave  on  the  Apos- 
tle's words  the  same  meaning  conveyed  in  the  Latin 
Vulgate— "et  adoravit  fastigium  virgae  ejus.''  For 
the  same  reason  it  would  be  prudent  for  you  not  to 
mind  what  has  been  said  even  by  that  celebrated 
Protestant  writer  RosenmuUer  (Sch.  in  Genes,  c.  47, 
No.  31) :  "others  understand  it  as  if  Jacob  leaning 
on  his  rod  adored  God.  But  properly  speaking  the 
signification  of  the  word  TTpoaicvvelv  hy  no  means 
admits  this  sense." 

Falling  back  again  into  his  favorite  strain,  the 
Chaplain  repeats  (p.  215)  "  that  the  invocation  of  the 
Virgin  does  overshadow  the  mediatorship  of  Christ," 
and  quotes  this  prayer :  "  Mary,  Mother  of  grace. 
Mother  of  mercy,  shield  us  from  the  enemy,  and  re- 
ceive us  at  the  hour  of  death. — Eitual.  Rom.  de  visit, 
infirm."  After  this  quotation  he  concludes :  "  How 
difiierent  the  prayer  of  the  dying  Stephen,  Lord  Jesus, 
receive  my  spirit !" 

Now  these  very  words  of  Stephen  are  to  be  found 
in  the  Roman  Ritual,  immediately  before  the  prayer 
to  Mary  just  quoted. 

And  so  we  bid  adieu  to  his  chapter  on  Sacred 
Images. 

''Ah  'twere  a  thing  a  little  soiled  in  the  working,  mark 
you." 
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CHAPTER   XVII. 

PTJRGATORT. 

The  Doctor  makes  fierce  war  on  Purgatory.  As 
tlie  chosen  champion  of  the  Anglican  Church,  he 
strives  to  make  good  its  declaration  in  the  Thirty- 
nine  Articles,  that  "  the  Romish  Doctrine  concerning 
Purgatory  is  a  fond  thing,  vainly  invented,  and 
grounded  upon  no  warranty  of  Scripture,  but  rather 
repugnant  to  the  word  of  God."  He  commends  him- 
self to  his  readers  by  telling  them  he  makes  no  asser- 
tion that  cannot  be  substantiated.  "  I  donH  deal," 
he  says  (p.  234),  "  in  wholesale  assertions  that  can't 
be  substantiated." 

Our  readers  have  seen  how  signally  he  has  failed 
hitherto  in  substantiating  anything  against  Catholic 
doctrine,  and  they  will  certainly  agree  with  us  that 
he  is  equally  unfortunate  in  the  present  instance. 
We  admit,  however,  with  pleasure,  that  in  his  chap- 
ter on  Purgatory,  at  least,  he  is  not  a  dealer  in 
^^  wholesale  assertions  5"  for  he  has  honestly  and 
humbly  retailed  several  threadbare  ones,  taken  from 
Hall  and  Brogden,  who  got  them  second-hand  from 
Laud  (Conf.  with  Fisher)  or  from  Usher. 

The  Doctor  will  not  deny,  we  presume,  that  the 
Council  of  Trent  is  a  more  authoritative  ex^jonent 
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of  Catholic  doctrine  than  De  Castro,  Card.  Fisher 
or  Father  Barnes,  whom  he  quotes  against  us.  Now, 
the  Council  states  clearly  what  Catholics  must  be- 
lieve regarding  Purgatory.  "  Whereas,''  it  says  (sess. 
25),  "  the  Catholic  Church,  instructed  by  the  Holy 
Ghost,  hath  from  the  sacred  Scriptures  and  ancient 
tradition  of  the  Fathers,  in  sacred  Councils,  and  last 
of  all  in  this  present  Ecumenical  Synod,  taught  thai 
ihere  is  a  Purgatory,  and  that  souls  there  detained 
are  aided  by  the  suffrages  of  the  living,  and  above  all 
}>y  the  acceptable  sacrifice  qf  the  altar;  this  holy  Synod 
enjoins  on  Bishops  to  make  diligent  efforts  that  the 
sound  doctrine  concerning  Purgatory,  handed  down 
from  the  Holy  Fathers  and  sacred  Councils,  be  be- 
lieved, maintained,  taught,  and  everywhere  pro- 
claimed by  the  disciples  of  Christ."  From  this 
Decree  it  is  plain  that  only  two  things  are  of  Catho- 
lic faith  in  the  matter :  first,  that  there  is  a  Purga- 
tory ]  second,  that  the  souls  there  detained  are  aided 
by  the  suffrages  of  the  living.  There  is  nothing 
defined  as  to  where  Purgatory  is,  or  as  to  the  nature 
of  the  purgatorial  fire.  Hence  the  Doctor  is  incor- 
rect when  (p.  237)  he  represents  as  Catholic  doctrine 
the  opinions  of  theologians  on  these  secondary  points. 
In  perfect  conformity,  then,  with  the  doctrine  as 
laid  down  by  the  Council  of  Trent,  the  Archbishop 
says  (p.  247) :  "  The  Catholic  Church  teaches  that, 
besides  a  place  of  eternal  torments  for  the  wicked, 
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and  of  everlasting  rest  for  the  righteons,  there  exists 
in  the  next  life  a  middle  state  of  temporary  punish- 
ment, allotted  for  those  who  have  died  in  venial  sin, 
or  who  have  not  satisfied  the  justice  of  God  for  sins 
already  forgiven.  She  also  teaches  that,  although 
the  souls  consigned  to  this  intermediate  state,  com- 
monly called  Purgatory,  cannot  help  themselves j  they 
may  be  aided  by  the  suffrages  of  the  faithful  on 
earth."  We  call  the  Doctor's  attention  to  the  words 
we  have  underscored.  The  Archbishop  knew  well 
that  for  the  souls  in  Purgatory  the  time  of  proba- 
tion and  penance  is  past.  It  closed  with  their  lives 
on  earth.  They  cannot,  then,  offer  God  the  satis- 
£a/Ction  of  good  works,  and  can  only  satisfy  His  jus- 
tice by  suffering.  This  is  what  St.  Cyprian  means 
in  the  passage  ("one  of  seven  that"  Dr.  Steams 
(p.  234)  says  he  has  "  marked  in  the  Folio  edition 
of  his  works ") :  "  When  we  have  departed  hence, 
there  is  no  place  for  repentance  nor  effecting  of  sat- 
isfaction :  it  is  here  that  life  is  either  lost  or  secured." 
See  Bellarmine  (de  Purg.  1.  1,  c.  13),  who  disposed 
three  centuries  ago  of  the  silly  objection  founded  on 
that  very  passage  which  the  Doctor  has  "  marked  in  the 
Folio  edition."  As  he  was  satisfied  with  "  marking" 
the  other  objections  in  the  "  Folio  edition,"  we  will 
not  be  so  cruel  as  to  answer  them  in  advance ;  which 
we  might  easily  do,  for,  by  a  strange  coincidence  the 

Rev.  R,  T.  Pope  (Roman  Misquotations,  London, 
29 


338     THE  TRU£  FAITH  OF  OUR  FOREFATHERS. 

1840)  marked  the  same  objections^  on  the  same  page, 
and  in  the  same  "Folio  edition''  (Oxford,  1682) 
quoted  by  the  Doctor  (p.  234). 

The  Archbishop  says  (p.  248)  that  the  punish- 
ment of  Purgatory  is  "  allotted  for  those  who  have 
died  in  venial  sin,  or  who  have  not  satisfied  the 
justico  of  God  for  sins  already  forgiven."  But  the 
Doctor  contends  (p.  224)  '^  there  is  no  foundation 
for  tlie  Archbishop's  two  classes  in  Purgatory,'' 
because  "  the  Itoman  [meaning  Catholic]  dividon 
of  sins  into  mortal  and  venial,  has  no  warrant  in  the 
Word  of  God."  The.  Doctor  may  not  see  a  warrant 
for  It,  but  the  Fathers  did.  Thus,  for  instance,  St 
Jerome  saw  a  warrant  for  it,  when  he  wrote :  " '  Then 
they  also  that  are  fallen  asleep  in  Christ,  are 
perished' (I.  Cor.  xv.  18) ;  who,  though  they  be  dead, 
are  not  to  perish  by  a  perpetual  death,  because  they 
are  not  held  in  mortal  sin  but  in  light  and  sligM  sin. 
....  For  there  is  a  sleep  of  sin  whicb  leads 
unto  death,  and  there  is  another  slumber  of  trans- 
gression, which  is  not  oppressed  with  death"  (Epist 
119,  n.  7).  Origen,  too,  saw  a  warrant  for  it  when 
he  said  (Horn.  XIV.  in  Levit.) :  "  The  nature  of 
sin  is  like  the  matter  which  the  fire  consumes, 
[namely]  the  wood,  hay,  and  straw,  which  the  Apostle 
Paul  says  is  built  by  sinners  on  the  foundation  of 
Christ  Whence  it  is  shown  clearly  that  there  are 
sins  so  light  that  they  may  be  compared  to 
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straw,  in  whioli,  certainly,  the  fire  cannot  long  re- 
main. .  .  .  Thus  every  sin  shall  receive  a  just 
measure  of  punishment,  according  to  its  quality  and 
quantity/'  And,  lastly,  to  say  nothing  of  others, 
whom  the  Doctor  will  find  quoted  for  his  edification, 
in  Bellarmine  (De  Amiss.  Gratise  et  statu  peccati, 
lib.  1.  cap.  10),  Gregory  the  Great,  whom  Dr. 
Steams  styles  (p.  167)  "  Grand  old  Pope,''  saw  a 
warrant  for  it  in  the  same  words  of  the  Apostle 
(I.  Cor.  iii.  15).  For,  commenting  on  this  passage,  he 
declares  that  "  He  should  be  saved  by  fire,  not  who 
builds  thereon  [oh  Christ]  iron,  brass,  or  lead,  that 
is  more  grievous  sins  [mortal  sins],  and  on  that 
account  harder  and  impossible  there  to  be  purged  j 
but  wood,  hay,  straw :  that  is  small  and  very  light 
sins  [venial  sins],  which  the  fire  easily  consumes" 
(in  Ps.  3.  Poenit.) 

In  a  word,  according  to  Holy  Scripture,  as  under- 
stood by  the  Fathers,  there  are  sins  which  deprive 
the  soul  of  sanctifying  grace,  and  sins  which  do  not. 
Again,  there  are  sins  by  which  we  forfeit  eternal 
gl6ry  and  the  fHendship  of  God,  and  sins  by  which 
we  do  not.  The  former  we  call  mortal,  the  latter 
v&nial.  Therefore  in  Scripture,  according  to  the 
Fathers,  there  is  a  foundation  for  the  division  of 
sins  into  mortal  and  venial.  The  same  conclusion 
is  also  evident  from  the  proofs  we  are  now  going  to 
give  of  the  existence  of  Purgatory. 
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We  read  in  St.  Matthew  (xii.  32):  "He  tliat  sliall 
speak  against  the  Holy  Ghost,  it  shall  not  be  for- 
given him,  neither  in  this  world  nor  in  the  world  to 
come:"  from  which  the  Archbishop,  after  the  ex- 
ample of  our  Forefathers,  argues  thus  (p.  250): 
"When  our  Saviour  declares  that  a  sin  against  the 
Holy  Ghost  shall  not  be  forgiven  in  the  next  life, 
He  evidently  leaves  us  to  infer  that  there  are  some 
sins,  which  will  be  pardoned  in  the  life  to  come." 
But  sins  cannot  be  pardoned  in  Heaven,  for  "there 
shall  not  enter  into  it  anything  defiled  "  ( Apoc.  xxi. 
27);  nor  can  they  be  pardoned  in  Hell,  for  "their 
worm  shall  not  die,  and  their  fire  shall  not  be 
quenched"  (Is.  Ixvi.  24).  Therefore,  in  the  next 
life,  there  must  be  another  place  where  sins  shall  be 
forgiven.     This  place  we  call  Purgatory, 

But  the  Doctor,  copying  from  Hall,  tells  us  (p.  229) 
that "  this  won't  prove  Purgatory  j "  for  "  we  can't  con- 
clude logically  that,  because  one  sin  will  not  be  for- 
given hereafter,  others  will."  What  a  pity  our  acute 
"Examining  Chaplain"  did  not  live  some  fifteen 
centuries  ago !  He  might  have  given  some  valuable 
lessons  in  dialectics  to  our  Forefathers,  and  saved 
them  the  disgrace  of  giving  "illogical  conclusions" 
for  Catholic  doctrine.  Had  St.  Augustine,  for  in- 
stance, heard  from  the  Doctor  that  "  we  can't  con- 
clude logically  that  because  one  sin  will  not  be  for- 
given hereafter,  others  will,"  he  would  probably 
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never  have  written  the  following  (JDe  Civ.  Dei,  1. 
21,  c.  24) :  "  It  could  not  be  said  toith  truth  that 
there  are  some  [sins]  which  shall  not  be  forgiven, 
neither  in  this  world  nor  in  th^  world  to  come,  if 
there  were  not  [others]  which  shall  be  forgiven  in 
the  next  world,  though  not  in  this." 

Nor  would  St.  Gregory  the  Great,  the  ''  Grand 
old  Pope,"  have  been  guilty  of  saying  that  by  these 
words  of  our  Lord  "  we  are  given  to  understand  that 
some  sins  can  be  forgiven  in  this  life  and  some  in  thd 
next.  The  conclusion  is  clear  that  what  is  denied  oif 
biie  is  granted  of  others  "  (Dial.  1.  4,  c.  39).  Or  if  St. 
Isidore  had  heard  from  the  Doctor  that  the  conclu- 
sion was  illogical,  he  would  not,  of  course,  have  put 
himself  on  record,  as  follows :  "  F6r  when  the  Lord 
says  :  '  he  that  shall  'sin  against  the  iSoly  Ghost,  it 
shall  not  be  forgiven  him,  neither  in  this  world  nor 
in  the  world  to  come,'  He  shows  (demonstrat)  that 
the  sins  of  sotne  will  be  there  forgiven  and  purged 
by  a  certain  purgatorial  fire^  (Do  Eccles.  Offic.  1. 1, 
c.  18).  We  might  add  many  more,  but  we  have 
quoted  enough  to  show  that  the  Archbishop  is  sus- 
tained in  his  "  illogical  concltision  "  by  the  authority 
of  our  Forefathers.  Cardinal  Bellarmine  says  this 
is  the  interpretation  of  the  Fathers  and  of  all  the 
commentators,  and  uses  the  same  argument  himself 
(De  Purgatorio  1.  1,  c.  4).     Yet  the  Doctor  quotes 

him  (p.  229)  against  the  Archbishop  !     "  As  Cardi- 
29* 
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nal  Bellarmine  admits/'  he  says,  '  the  inference 
does  not  follow  from  the  premises.' "  No,  but  "  it 
follows  from  the  rules  of  common  sense,"  "  sequitur 
secundum  regulam  prudentiae,''  Bellarmine  tells  us 
(ibid.),  or  rather  told  Peter  Martyr,  who  tried  to 
make  a  point  out  of  the  same  objection  three  hun- 
dred years  ago.  If  the  Doctor  had  followed  the 
Cardinars  canon  of  interpretation — "secundum  regu- 
lam prudentiae'' — he  would  have  spared  himself  the 
humiliation  of  being  so  often  "  in  the  teeth  of  the 
Fathers  "  while  professing  to  give  their  doctrine. 

But  the  Doctor  yields  a  little  "  for  argument's 
sake."  "  Granting,"  he  says  (ibid.),  "  for  argument's 
sake,  that  '  there  are  some  sins  which  will  be  par- 
doned in  the  life  to  come,'  they  must  be  the  sins  of 
those  who  have  never  heard  of  Christ  in  this  life. 
That  is  the  very  utmost  that  the  text  can  prove,^ 
This  is  an  "  assertion  "  that  he  forgot  to  "  substan- 
tiate." Not  the  semblance  of  a  reason  does  he  give 
for  it — stat  pro  ratione  voluntas. 

His  last  reason  for  saying  that  the  text  from  St. 
Matthew  "  won't  prove  Purgatory,"  is  that  "  Purga- 
tory, according  to  the  teaching  of  Rome,  is  for  pur- 
gation and  penalty,  not  for  forgiveness 

It  is  plain,  then,  that  as  the  text  from  St.  Matthew 
speaks  of  forgiveness  and  not  of  penalty,  and  Purga- 
tory speaks  of  penalty  and  not  of  forgiveness,  there 
is  no  connection  between  the  two  "  (p.  230).     The 
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Doctor  is  mistaken  ]  Purgatory  speaks  botk  of  pen- 
alty and  forgiveness— of  penalty  on  the  part  of  those 
who  suffer  there;  of  forgiveness  on  the  part  of  God, 
who  is  moved  by  the  prayers  and  good  works  of  the 
living  to  remit  that  penalty  either  wholly  or  in  part. 
The  objection  is  an  old  one  of  Calvin's,  which  the 
Doctor  copies  from  Hall,  and  Hall  from  Bellarmine, 
but  leaves  out  Bellarmine's  answer  to  it. 

Our  second  proof  of  the  existence  of  Purgatory  is 
taken  from  I.  Cor.  iii.  11-15 :  "  For  other  foundation 
no  man  can  lay,  but  that  which  is  laid ;  which  is 
Christ  Jesus.  Now  if  any  man  build  upon  this  foun- 
dation gold,  silver,  precious  stones,  wood,  hay,  stub- 
ble :  every  man's  work  shall  be  manifest ;  for  the  day 
of  the  Lord  shall  declare  it,  because  it  shall  be  re- 
vealed in  fire;  and  the  fire  shall  try  every  man's 
work,  of  what  sort  it  is.  If  any  man's  work  abide, 
which  he  hath  built  thereupon,  he  shall  receive  a  re- 
ward. K  any  man's  work  bum,  he  shall  suffer  loss; 
but  he  himself  shall  be  gaved,  yet  so  as  by  fire."  On 
which  the  Archbishop  comments  as  follows:  "His 
soul  will  be  ultimately  saved,  but  he  shall  suffer,  for 
a  temporary  duration,  in  the  purifying  flames  of  Pur- 
gatory. This  interpretation  is  not  mine.  It  is  the 
unanimous  voice  of  the  Fathers  of  Christendom." 

"  The  interpretation  in  question,"  says  the  Doctor 
(p.  230-1),  "is  not  the  unanimous  voice  of  the  Fa- 
thers of  Christendom."     And  to  "  substantiate  the 
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assertion ''  he  gives  the  names  of  "  thirteen  Fathers^ 

every  one  of  whom/'  he  says  (p.  231), 

"  interprets  the  passage  otherwise  than  of  Purgatory." 
And  yet  the  Archbishop  has  the  coutoffe  to  tell  his 
unsuspecting  reader  that  the  Fathers  unanimously 
interpret  the  passage  as  he  does !  If  he  had  no  fear 
of  Protestants  before  his  eyes,  he  mi^ht  at  least  have 
had  the  modesty  not  to  go  in  the  teeth  of  his  own 
Cardinal  Bellarmine  who  speaking  of  the  Fatliers 
(De  Purg.  lib.  2,  c.  1,  ap.  Hall)  says,  '  Son^e  of 
them  (the  Fathers)  understand  by  it  not  th^  fire  of 
purgatory,  but  the  fire  of  divine  judgment.  So  seem 
to  speak  Hilary,  Jerome,  and  in  a  later  place,  Am- 
brose.' " 

These  are  bold  words,  and  a  serious  charge  against 
the  Archbishop.  Before  putting  them  in  print,  a 
prudent  man  would  think  twice  and  make  ic^uite  sure 
that  they  were  true.  He  would  have  put  it  beyond 
a  doubt  that  he  was  quoting  Bellarmine  correctly, 
and  that  the  Fathers  did  not  interpret  the  passage 
as  the  Archbishop  does.  The  Doctor,  we  regret  to 
say,  did  neither.  He  follows  Hall  hlindly;  and 
when  "  the  blind  lead  the  blind  " — ^we  know  where 
to  look  for  them. 

First,  then,  is  it  true,  according  to  Cardinal  Bel- 
larmine, that  by  these  words  of  St.  Paul,  "  He  shall 
be  saved,  yet  so  as  by  fire,''  some  of  the  Fathers  do 
not  understand  the  fire  of  Purgatory  ?     No ;  it  is  not 
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true.  Here  axe  the  Cardinars'  own  words :  "  It  is 
the  common  opinion  of  the  Theologians  that  by  fire, 
in  this  passage,  is  meant  some  purgatorial  and  tem- 
poral punishment,  to  which  those  are  sentenced  after 
death  who  are  found,  in  the  particular  judgment,  to 
have  built  wood,  hay,  or  straw.  This  explanation, 
besides  agreeing  best  with  the  text,  is  sufficiently 
approved  hy  the  common  consent  qf  the  Fathers,  All 
the  Latin  Fathers  [and,  therefore,  Hilary,  and 
Jerome,  and  Ambrose]  teach  this''  (lib.  1.  c.  5). 

Let  the  Doctor  read  these  words,  and  then  ac- 
knowledge that  it  is  hej  and  not  the  Archbishop, 
who  is  in  the  teeth  of  Cardinal  Bellarmine  j  that  it 
is  hCj  and  not  the  Archbishop,  who  "  has  the  courage 
to  tell  his  unsuspecting  reader ''  what  is  not  true. 
Had  he  read  Bellarmine,  instead  of  copying  blindly 
from  Hall,  he  would  have  seen  that  the  words  quoted 
have  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  the  existence  of  Pur- 
gatory J  that  Bellarmine,  in  that  chapter  (1. 2.  c.  1.) 
expressly  supposes  its  existence  proved;  that  he 
does  not  cite  a  single  one  of  those  Fathers  as  inter- 
preting the  passage  in  question  one  way  or  another  5 
and  that  he  is  there  defending  them  from  the  charge 
of  having  taught  that  every  one  must  go  to  Pur- 
gatory ! 

Now,  coming  to  the  second  count  in  the  Doctor's 
charge,  we  ask :  Is  it  true  that  the  interpretation 
given  by  the  Archbishop  is  not  the  interpretation 
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of  the  Fathers  T  And  again  we  are  c<impelled  to 
answer,  No  j  it  is  not  true.  The  iangtiage  of  the 
Fathers  commenting  on  that  text  is  so  tmmis- 
takable,  that  our  sympathies  are  moved  for  the 
Doctor.  He  quotes  St.  Jerome  against  the  Arch- 
bishop ;  but  St.  Jerome  tells  us  "  If  he  whose  work 
has  burned  and  perished,  and  who  has  Buffered  the 
loss  of  his  labor,  shall  lose,  indeed,  the  reward  of  his 
labor,  but  shall  himself  be  savedj  not,  however,  with- 
out being  proved  by  fire ;  therefore  he  whose  work 
which  he  has  built  upon  the  foundation  shall  remain, 
shall  bo  saved  without  being  proved  by  fire,  and  so 
there  is  some  difference  between  salvation  and  salva- 
tion." He  quotes  Origen ;  but  Origen  had  already 
entered  his  protest  against  the  slander  when  he  wrote 
(Horn.  XIV.  in  Levit.) :  "  The  nature  of  sin  is  like 
the  matter  which  the  fire  consumes,  [namely]  the 
wood,  hay,  and  straw,  which  the  Apostle  Paul  says 
is  built  by  sinners  on  the  foundation  of  Christ. 
Whence  it  is  shown  clearly  that  there  are  some  sins 
so  light  that  they  may  be  compared  to  straw,  in 

which,  certainly,  the  fire  cannot  long  remain 

Thus  every  sin  shall  receive  a  just  measure  of  pun- 
ishment according  to  its  quality  and  quantity."  He 
quotes  one  line  from  St.  Gregory,  but  leaves  out 
what  immediately  follows  (1.  4  Dial.  o.  39) :  "  If  any 
one  understand  this  of  the  fire  of  future  purgation, 
he  should  carefully  consider  that  it  is  said  Jie  should 
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be  saved  by  fire,  not  who  builds  tbereon  [on  Christ] 
iron,  brass  or  lead,  that  is,  more  grievous  sins  and 
on  that  account  harder  and  impossible  to  be 
purged  J  but  wood,  hay,  straw,  that  is  small  and  very 
light  sins  which  the  fire  easily  consumes."  "I 
know,"  he  says  elsewhere  (in  Ps.  3,  Poenit.),  "that 
after  the  dose  of  this  life  some  will  expiate  (their 
sins)  in  -purgaXanal  flames^  and  others  will  undergp 
sentence  of  eternal  damnation,"  and  a  few  lines 
before,  in  this  same  chapter  quoted  by  Dr.  Steams, 
h,e  had  declared  that  ^Ht  must  be  believed  that  there  is 
a  fire  of  purgation  before  the  judgment  for  certain 
light  sins.''  The  Doctor  quotes  St.  Augustine,  but 
with  what  profit  to  himself  may  be  judged  from  the 
following  (Enarr.  in  Ps.  37,  n.  3) :  "[If  men]  built 
gold,  silver,  precious  stones,  they  would  be  safe  from 
both  fires;  not  only  from  that  everlasting  fire  which 
will  torture,  the  wicked  for  etqmity,  but  also  from 
tha,t  [other]  which  will  purify  [emendabit]  those  who 
shall  be  saved  by  fire.  For  it  is  said,  '  he  shall  be 
saved,  yet  so  as  by  fire;'  because  it  is  said,  'he  shall 
be  saved,'  that  fire  is  made  little  of.  Very  true;  yet 
though  [some  shall  be]  saved  by  fire,  still  that  fire 
is  more  severe  than  anything  a  man  can  bmObt  in 
this  life." 

We  shall  add  one  mxjre  passage  from  St.  Augus- 
tine (1.  21  De  Civ.  DeL  c.  13),  which  may  help  the 
Doctor:  to   digest   those  we  have  already  given. 


\ 
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"  Some/'  lie  says,  "  undergo  temporal  punishment  in 
this  life  only,  others  after  death,  and  others  both  here 
and  hereafter  5  yet  all  before  that  most  severe  and 
last  judgment.  But  all  who  suffer  temporal  punish- 
ment after  death  do  not  go  into  the  eternal  torments." 
Will  Dr.  Steams  tell  us  where  they  do  go  ?  They 
"  suffer  temporal  punishment  after  death  and  do  not  go 
into  eternal  torments."  They  do  not  then  go  to  hea- 
ven, for  heaven  is  not  a  place  of  punishment  j  they  do 
not  go  to  hell,  according  to  St.  Augustine  j  and  more- 
over the  Doctor  knows  well  that  the  punishment  of 
hell  is  not  temporal  but  eternal — where  then,  do 
they  go  ?  There  is  an  alibi  proved  for  them  as  far 
as  heaven  and  hell  are  concerned,  and  that  by  a 
witness  of  the  Doctor's  own  choosing — but  if  they 
are  not  in  heaven  or  hell,  where  are  they  ?  They 
must,  siurely,  be  somewhere.  There  is,  therefore, 
besidefi  heaven  and  hell,  a  third  place  where  they 
suffer  temporal  punishment.  That  place  we  call 
Purgatory. 

The  Archbishop's  main  argument  to  prove  the 
existence  of  Purgatory,  is  derived  from  the  practice 
in  both  the  Jewish  and  Christian  Church  of  praying 
for  the  dead.  This  practice  in  the  ancient  Jewish 
Church  he  proves  from  II.  Mach.  xii.  43-46.  Dr. 
Steams  thinks  the  Archbishop  had  "cogent  reasons" 
for  beginning  with  the  43d  verse  and  not  with  the  40th ; 
nay,  that  he  "  doesn't  dare  to  quote  the  first  part." 
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Softly,  Doctor  J  the  Archbisliop^s  "cogent  reasons" 
were  obviously  to  save  room  and  avoid  useless  quo- 
tations 5  for  his  argument  is  not  in  the  least  affected 
by  the  insertion  or  omission  of  those  three  verses. 
Here  is  the  text  as  it  stands  in  the  Douay  version : 
"  40.  And  they  found  under  the  coats  of  the  slain 
some  of  the  donaries  of  the  idols  of  Jamnia,  which 
the  law  forbiddeth  to  the  Jews :  so  that  all  plainly 
saw,  that  for  this  cause  they  were  slain.  41.  Then 
they  all  blessed  the  just  judgment  of  the  Lord,  who 
had  discovered  the  things  that  were  hidden.  42. 
And  so  betaking  themselves  to  prayers,  they  be- 
sought him,  that  the  sin  which  had  been  committed 
might  be  forgotten.  But  the  most  valiant  Judas 
exhorted  the  people  to  keep  themselves  from  sin, 
forasmuch  as  they  saw  before  their  eyes  what  had 
happened,  because  of  the  sins  of  those  that  were 
slain.  43.  And  making  a  gathering,  he  sent  twelve 
thousand  ^rachms  of  silver  to  Jerusalem  for  sacrifice 
to  be  offered  for  the  sins  of  the  dead,  thinking  well 
and  religiously  concerning  the  resurrection.  44. 
(For  if  he  had  not  hoped  that  they  that  were  slain 
should  rise  again,  it  would  have  seemed  superfluous 
and  vain  to  pray  for  the  dead.)  45.  And  because 
he  considered  that  they  who  had  fallen  asleep  with 
godliness,  had  great  grace  laid  up  for  them.  46.  It 
is  therefore  a  holy  and  wholesome  thought  to  pray  for 

the  dead,  that  .they  mav  be  loosed  from  their  Mns." 
30 
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The  argument  rests  chiefly  on  liiis  last  verse. 
Taking  for  granted  that  sins  cannot  be  forgiven  in 
heaven  or  in  hell;  it  may  be  put  thus :  The  Jews 
admitted  what  we  call  Purgatory,  if  they  admitted 
the  existence  of  a  place  in  which,  by  the  prayers  of 
the  living,  souls  may  be  loosed  from  their  sins ;  but 
it  is  evident  from  the  words  above  cited,  that  the 
Jews  admitted  the  existence  of  a  place  in  which,  by 
the  prayers  of  the  living,  souls  may  be  loosed  j&om 
their  sins ;  therefore  the  Jews  admitted  the  existence 
of  Purgatory. 

Now  lot  us  hear  what  the  Doctor  has  to  say. 
First,  of  course,  he  "  rejects  that  book  as  no  part  of 
the  Canon  "  (p.  225).  As  we  have  already  proved  (cL 
viii)  that  it  w  a  part  of  the  Canon,  we  shall  not  touch 
on  the  subject  here  further  than  to  congratulate  the 
Doctor  on  knowing  more  about  it  than  St.  Angus* 
tine.  "  Notwithstanding,"  he  says  (de  Civ.  Dei,  L 
18,  c.  36),  "  the  Jews  [and  Dr.  Steams]  deny  these 
Books,  the  Church  holds  them  canonicaV^  But  even 
supposing  they  are  not  canonical,  they  have  at  least 
the  authority  of  truthful  history,  and  as  such  bear 
witness  to  the  practice  of  the  Jews.  This  Dr. 
Steams  does  not  deny,  and  proposes  valiantly  to 
meet  the  Archbishop  "on  this  ground."  But  he 
quickly  abandons  "  this  ground ; "  for  he  says  the 
last  three  verses  and  a  half  "  are  of  no  authority." 
Moreover,  "even  these  are  grossly  misrepresented 
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in  the  ©ouay  Version/'  because,  in  the  DoctoA 
•opinion,  the  words  "  that  they  may  be  loosed  from 
sins/'  phoiild  refar  "to  Judas  himself,  and  those 
with  him :  not  to  the  dead.''  The  Doctor's  language 
is  stronger  than  his  argument.  His  interpretation 
is  contrary  to  the  obvious  sense  of  the  passage,  as 
given  in  his  own  Anglican  Version :  "  Wherefore, 
he  made  a  reconciliation  for  the  dead,  that  ^^6^  might 
-be  delivered  from  sin."  It  is  contrary  to  the  express 
words  of  the  Syriac  Version,  as  given  by  the  Prot- 
estant Dr.  Walton:  "Wherefore  he  sent  to  have 
propitiation  made/or  the  sins  of  those  whofeU  asleep,^^ 
It  is  contrary  to  the  interpretation  of  the  Fathers; 
for  St.  Augustine  says  (De  oura  pro  mortuis,  c.  1, 
n.  3) :  "  We  read  in  the  Books  of  Machabees  that 
sacrifice  was  offered  for  the  dead/^  and  St  John 
Damascene  (Oratio  pro  iis  qui  in  fide  dormierunt,  n. 
3) :  "  Observe  what  Holy  Scripture  relates  of  Judas 
Machabeus"  (and  let  the  Doctor  observe  that  he 
calls  it  Holy  Scripture),  "namely,  that  when  he 
had  found  [things  offered  to]  idols  in  the  bosoms  of 
his  people  who  had  been  cut  down  and  slain  by  a 
foreign  enemy,  to  expiate  immediately  this  crime  he 
offered  in  Sion,  the  city  of  the  great  King,  gifts^br 
each  one  of  them  to  the  Lord  who  is  prompt  and 
prone  to  mercy." 

The  Doctor's  second  reason  for  saying  that  the 
sacrifice  could  not  have  been  offered  for  the  dead  is 
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that  those,"  for  whom  the  offering  is  alleged  to 
been  made,  died  in  mortal  sin."  Has  the  Doctc^^^^^ 
received  a  revelation  to  that  effect?  for  nnthin^  ^ 
short  of  a  revelation  could  justify  him  in  frprnlrinjp,  ^ 
so  positively  of  the  final  state  of  any  man's  bou^C^J^* 
That  a  sin  was  committed  there  is  no  doubt  j  bu'— ^^ 
how  does  the  Doctor  know  that  in  every  instance  i'-^^* 
was  committed  with  the  full  advertence  and  delib  ^  ^ 
erate  consent  necessary  to  constitute  it  a  mortal  sin  -; 
or  that,  if  mortal,  they  had  not  repented  of  it  at  th^^^  ^ 
last  moment  ? 

His  last  objection  affords  a  rare  specimen  oi 
Biblical  criticism.     "The  Douay Version,''  saysthc 

learned  Doctor  (p.  227) "translates  the  last 

thus:  'It  is,  therefore,  a  holy  and  wholesome 
thought  to  pray  for  the  dead,  that  they  may  b^ 
loosed  from  sins.'  The  original  Greek  puts  a  colon 
after  thought,  thereby  making  it  refer  to  the  resur- 
rection, just  before  mentioned :  the  Douay,  follow- 
ing the  Vulgate,  takes  away  the  colon,  thereby 
bringing  the  word  '  thought '  into  seeming  connec- 
tion with  what  follows,  which  is  simply  impossi- 
ble in  the  Greek."  O,  that  wicked  Douay  to  take 
away  the  colon  put  by  the  original  Greek  !  But 
hero  the  laugh  comes  in :  there  are  no  colons  in  the 
original  Greek !  For  a  grave  D.D.,  and  an  "  Ex- 
omining  Chaplain,"  to  boot,  to  rest  an  argument 
on  the  existence  of  colons  in  the  original  Greek,  and 
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be  BO  positive  about  it  too,  is  certainly  amusing. 
Why,  the  merest  tyro  in  biblical  knowledge  would 
tell  him  that  there  are  no  colons  or  other  punctua- 
tion in  the  "  original "  texts,  or  even  in  the  old  manu- 
scripts. In  his  introduction  to  the  "  Critical  Study 
and  Knowledge  of  Holy  Scripture  "  (Vol.  I.  Phila. 
1836),  Dr.  T.  H.  Home,  of  St.  John's  CoUege, 
.Cambridge,  testifies  that  "Dr.  Grabe,  Fabricius, 
Montfaucon,  Hoffmann,  T.  H.  Michaelis,  Bogall,  T. 
D.  Michaelis,  Moldenhawer,  Emesti,  and  a  host  of 
other  critic3  maintain  that  the  use  of  points  ia  poste- 
rior to  the  time  of  the  Apostles,"  and  says  that "  The 
numerous  mistakes  of  the  Fathers,  or  their  uncer- 
tainty how  particular  passages  were  to  be  read  and 
understood,  clearly  prove  that  there  was  no  regular 
or  accustomed  system  in  use  in  the  fourth  century. 
The  majority  of  the  points  or  stops  now  in  use  are 
unquestionably  of  modem  date."  And  as  for  the 
value  of  an  argument  based  on  the  existence  of 
.colons  in  the  "original  Greek,"  Dr.  G.  Gerard, 
Professor  of  Divinity,  and  one  of  his  Majesty's 
Chaplains  in  Ordinary  in  Scotland,  tells  us  that 
"  As  the  present  punctuation  of  the  Scriptures  was 
not  fixed  by  the  sacred  writers,  it  has  no  authority 
any  further  than  it  is  warranted  by  the  sense :  it 
affords  no  argument  for  the  connexion  or  disjunction 
of  words  "  (Biblical  Criticism,  p.  342,  Boston,  1823). 

It  is  a  very  good  thing.  Doctor,  to  "mind  your 
30* 
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stops,"  but  it  has  no  application  to  colons  in  ih- 
"original  Greek." 

To  the  assertion  (p.  228)  that  "  it  is  simply  im- 
possible in  the  Greek  "  to  bring  the  word  "  thought ' 
into  connection  with  what  follows,  it  is  enongh 
answer  that  the  impossibility  vanishes  with  "  thf^=^  ® 
colon."     Besides,  we  have  already  quoted  St.  Johi 
Damescene,  a  Greek  Father,  who  makes  that  connec- 
tion, and  he  may  be  fairly  supposed  to  know 
much  about  Greek  as  the  Doctor.* 

There  only  remains  now  to  prove  the  existence  oi 
Purgatory  from  the  practice  in  the  Christian  Church — -^ 
of  offering  prayers  for  the  dead.      We  shall  let  the  ^^ 
Fathers  speak  for  us  and  administer  the  coup  der 
grace  to  the  Doctor.     "  This  the  whole  Church  ob- 
serves," says    St.   Augustine   (Serm.    172,    n.   2), 
"which  it  received /row  the  tradition  qfthe  Fathers, 
to  pray  for  those  who  died  in  the  communion  of  the 
body  and  blood  of  Christ."     And  St.  Isidore  (lib., 
De  offic.  Eccles.  c.  18) :  "  Since  the  oblation  of  sacri- 


*  This,  "vre  think,  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  Doctor's 
challenge  (p.  *Z'416).  ''  I  challenge  the  Archbishop  to  point 
to  a  single  petition  in  them  [the  prayers  used  by  the 
Jews]  for  the  loosing  of  the  dead  from  their  sins."  But, 
if  the  Doctor  is  not  yet  satisfied,  we  refer  him  to  the 
work  of  the  English  Protestant  Spencer  (De  Legib.  Hebr. 
Ritual.  V.  2,  c.  9,  Cambridge,  1728),  and  to  another  by 
Leo  Modena,  a  Jewish  writer  (De  Rit.  Jud.  P.  5,  c.  8,  J 
4);  which  fully  bear  out  the  Archbishop's  assertion. 
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fice  and  prayer  for  the  repose  of  the  faithful  de- 
parted is  made  in  the  Church  throughout  tJie  worldy 
we  believe  that  the  Apostles  left  us  this  custom  by 
tradition."  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  cite  further 
from  the  early  Fathers,  or  to  show  from  the  ancient 
Liturgies  that  prayers  were  offered  for  the  dead. 
The  fa<5t  is  evident,  as  the  Doctor  himself  admits. 
"  Who  that  knows  anything  about  it,"  he  says  (p. 
218),  "does  not  know  that  it  was  the  practice  of 
the  early  Church,  and  that  all  the  ancient  Liturgies 
contain  prayer^  for  the  faithful  departed  ?" 

After  this  admission,  what  shall  we  think  of  the 
Protestant  Episcopal  Church  of  which  the  Doctor  is 
a  member?  It  makes  loud  profession  of  following 
the  primitive  Church,  and  admits  by  one  of  its 
ministers  "that  all  the  ancient  Liturgies  contain 
prayers  for  the  faithful  departed;"  and  yet  it  has 
expunged  the  prayers  for  the  dead  from  its  Book  of 
Common  Prayer,  and  now  "  no  clergyman  has  a 
right  to  use  them  in  the  Public  Worship  of  the 
Church"!  (p.  222).  A  strange  way,  certainly,  of 
practising  the  faith  of  our  Forefathers.  But  the 
Doctor  tells  us  these  prayers  were  dropped  out,  "be- 
cause they  had  become  so  inextricably  interwoven 
with  Purgatory  in  the  minds  of  the  people"  (p.  221). 
Of  course  they  had;  things  are  apt  to  be  ^Hnextrv- 
cdbly  interwoven  "  in  the  minds  of  the  people,  that 
are  "inextricably  interwoven"  with  each  other. 
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The  Doctor,  unfortunately  for  Mmsel^   tbink9 
differently  from  "  the  people,''  and  holds  (p.  219^ 
that  "  prayers  for  the  dead  in  the  ancient  liturgies 
were  for  the  souls  in  Paradise,  not  for  the  souls  ii 
Purgatory  j ''    and  later  on  (p.  222)  he  tells  u%  " 
have  shown  that  the  prayers  for  the  dead^  in  th< 
Early  Church,  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  witl 
Purgatory.''     The  "  showing  "  is  in  the  Doctor's  im- 
agination.    He  cited  a  passage  of  doubtful  interpre 

tation  from  an  ancient  Liturgy  '^  ascribed  to  Si 
Ghrysostom,"  in  which  a  commemoration  is  msdi 
for  Patriarchs,  Prophets,  Apostles,  etc,  and  ^ 
cially  for  our  most  holy,  immaculate,  most  blessed^ 
Lady,  the  Mother  of  God  and  ever-virgin  Miuryj'^' 
he  tortured  another  passage  from  St.  Ambrose,*  apd- 
wound  up  with  a  story  about  some  nuns  in  the  mon- 


*The  Doctor  makes  a  great  ado  because  the  Archbisliop 
left  out  five  words  of  the  prayer  of  St.  Ambrose  for  the 
Emperor  Theodosius.  The  Saint  had  said,  "  Nor  will  I 
leave  him  until,  by  tears  and  prayers,  I  shall  lead  him 
[where  his  merits  call  him]  unto  the  holy  mountain  of 
the  Lord,  where  is  life  undying,"  &c.  "  The  Arohbisbop/' 
says  the  Doctor  (p.  219), "  leaves  out  the  five  words  which 
I  have  put  in  brackets  (putting  dots  in  their  place),  not 
because  of  the  huge  space  they  would  occupy,  but  be- 
cause the  non-Roman  reader,  if  allowed  to  read  tbem, 
would  soe  at  once  that  if  the  merits  of  Theodosius  called 
him  to  the  holy  mountain  of  the  Lord,  as  Ambrose  said 
they  did,  he  couldn't  be  in  Purgatory.''  If  not  in  Pur- 
gatory, where  could  he  be  t  Not  in  Hell ;  for  the  omitted 
words  show  that  his  merits  called  bim  to  ''the  holy 
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astery  at  Whitby.  We  ask  the  Doctor  in  confidence, 
if  he  thinks  this  proves  that  prayers  were  not  offered 
for  the  souls  in  Purgatory  t 

Yet  this  is  the  point  he  should  have  proved,  if  he 
wished  to  prove  anything,  for  it  is  the  real  point  at 
issue.  We  do  not  deny  that  Patriarchs,  Prophets, 
etc.,  were  commemorated  in  the  prayers  of  the 
Church,  but  we  do  hold  that  prayers  were  offered 
for  souls  in  Purgatory.  St.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem, 
a  Greek  Father,  informs  us  that  the  practice  of 
the  Church  was  to  commemorate  not  only  Pa- 
triarchs, Prophets,  Apostles,  &c.,  hut  also  to  pray 
for  all  other  departed  souls,  and  he  tells  us  why 
they  commemorated  one  class  and  prayed  for  the 
other.  "  We  commemorate,''  he  says,  "  those  who 
have  fallen  asleep  before  us,  first  Patriarchs,  Pro- 
phets, Apostles,  that  God,  hy  their  prayers  and  inter- 
cession, would  receive  our  petition :  then,  also,  on  be- 
half of  the  holy  Fathers  and  Bishops  who  have  fallen 
asleep  before  us,  and  qfaU,  in  short,  who  have  already 
fallen  asleep  from  amongst  us,  "believing  this  to  he  a 
very  great  help  to  those  souls,  for  which  the  prayer  is 


monntain  of  the  Lord ; "  nor  yet  in  Heaven,  since  St. 
Ambrose  offers  up  prayers  and  tears  to  lead  him  thither. 
'*The  non-Roman  reader,"  then,  may  see  equally  well, 
with  or  without  the  omitted  words,  that  St.  Ambrose 
believed  in  the  exist-ence  of  a  place,  from  which  he  hoped 
by  prayers  and  tears  to  lead  the  soul  of  Theodosius  to 
heaven.    That  place  is  Purgatory. 
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offered  up,  while  the  holy  and  most  tremendor^-^ 
victim  lies  present."  And  to  prevent  any  miaooi^^^' 
ception  as  to  what  souls  he  means,  he  continues 
"  I  wish  to  persuade  you  by  an  illustration.  For 
know  many  [like  Dr.  Steams]  that  say  this :  Whn  ^ 
is  a  soul  profited  which  departs  this  world  eithe:::^^^ 
with  sins  or  without  sins,  if  it  be  commemomted  ir:::^^^ 
the  prayers  ?  .  .  .  Now,  surely,  if  a  king  hsa^^^ 
banished  certain  persons  who  had  offended  hin^ 
their  connections  having  woven  a  crown  should  offe 
it  to  him  on  behalf  of  those  under  his  vengeance 
would  he  not  grant  a  respite  to  their  punishments-' 
In  the  same  way,  we  also,  offering  up  to  him 
plications  on  behalf  of  those  who  have  fallen  asleep^ 
before  us,  even  though  they  be  sinners,  weave  nc^ 
crown,  but  offer  up  Christ  sacrificed  for  our  sins^ 
propitiating  both  on  their  hehaif  and  our  own  th^ 
God  that  loves  man"  (Catech.  23,  Myst.  5,  n^ 
10). 

From  these  words  of  St.  Cyril  it  is  evident  that> 
prayers  were  offered  to  God  not  for  Patriarchs 
and  Prophets,  etc.,  but  for  those  souls  who  hacL 
departed  this  life  in  sin,  that  God  might  be  propitia^ 
ted  in  their  behalf  and  grant  a  respite  to  their  pun«^ 
ishment.  Again  the  inevitable  conclusion  forces  it^ 
self  upon  us,  that  those  souls  could  not  be  in  heaven, 
since  they  suffer  punishraentj  nor  in  hell,  since  ther^ 
may  not  be  there  a  respite  to  their  punishment* 
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They  musty  therefore,  be  in  that  third  place,  which 
we  call  Purgatory. 

The  same  explanation  is  given  by  St.  Epiphanius, 
another  Greek-  Father,  who  says:  "For  we  make  a 
oommemoration  of  the  just  and  on  behaK  of  sinners; 
on  behalf  of  sinners,  supplicating  meicy  from  God; 
and  for  the  just,  both  Patriarchs^  Prophets,  Apostles 
....  in  order  that  on  account  of  the  honor  which 
we  pay  to  Christ,  we  may  separate  him  from  the  race 
of  men"  (Hseres.  75,  n^  8).  And  St.  John  Ghrysos- 
tom,  whom  the  Doctor  cites  at  second-hand  as  teach- 
ing in  the  ancient  Liturgy  of  Gonstantinople  that 
prayers  for  the  dead  ^' were  for  souls  in  Paradise,  not 
for  souls  in  Putgatory,''  thus  clears  himself  of  the 
imputation:  "Let  us  not  then  grow  weary  of  help* 
ing  the  departed,  of  oflfering  up  prayers  for  them,  for 
even  the  common  expiation  of  the  world  lies  (before 
us).  By  thisf  made  confident,  we  then  pray  for  the 
world  and  name  them  uri^A^  martyrs,  with  confessors, 
with  priesta.  Yea,  for  one  body  are  we  all,  although 
seme  members  are  more  glorious  than  others.  And 
it  is  possible  to  gather  from  all  sides  pardon  for  them 
from  the  prayers^ — ^from  the  gifts  (offered)  in  their  be- 
half—^om  those  who  are  named  with  them  "  (Horn. 
41,  in  I.  Cor.  n.  5). 

And  in  his  commentary  on  the  Actd  of  the  Apos- 
tles (Hom.  21,  n.  4)  he  expresses  himself  more  clearly 
BtiU:  "If  we  wish  to  make  the  punishment  of  the 
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dead  lighter,  let  us  offer  continual  piayere  for  him.^ 
let  us  give  alms ;  and  if  he  is  unworthy,  God  wili^ 
be  more  pleased  with  us."     According  to  St.  Johi^fc— 
Chrysostom,.  then,  prayers  are  offered  for  departeX — 
sinners  that  their  punishment,  if  they  are  worthy, 
may  be  lightened.     Once  more,  is  there  puniBhmenI 
of  sin  in  heaven,  or  remission  of  sin  in  hell  1     If  th< 
Doctor  admits  neither,  he  should  admit  a  third 
to  which  the  words  of  St.  Chrysostom  can  apply.  That 
place  we  caU  Purgatory.     St.  Isidore  Hisp.  jpins  h 
the  chorus  as  follows :  '^  Since  sacrifice  and  prayerfr-^ 
are  offered  for  the  repose  of  the  faithful  departeds 
throughout  the  whole  world,  we  believe  that  it  is  oC 
Apostolical  tradition.     The  Catholic  Church  every- 
where observes  this  custom ;  and  it  would  not  give 
alms  or  offer  sacrifice  for  their  souls,  if  it  did  not  be- 
lieve tJiat  to  the  faithful  departed  sins  are  forgiven.^ 
Forgiven  where  ?     He  tells  us  himself :  "  The  Lord 
[by  these  words,  Matth.  xi.]  teaches  that  to  some, 
sins  shall  be  there  forgiven  and  purged  by  a  certain 
purgatorial  fire  ^^  (De  Eccles.  Off.  1.  1,  c.  18).     And 
St.  Augustine  (De  Civ.  Dei.  1.  21,  o.  24)  tells  us 
that  "  the  prayers  of  the  Church  and  of  certain  pious 
persons  are  heard  in  favor  of  those  departed  Chris- 
tians who  neither  spent  their  lives  so  badly  as  to  be 
deemed  unworthy  of  this  mercy,  nor  yet  in  so  godly 
a  manner  as  not  to  stand  in  need  af  it."     Elsewhere 
(Ench.  c.  110)  he  calls  these  souls  imperfect :  "  When 
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the  sacrifice  of  the  altar/'  he  says,  ''  or  alms  are  of^ 
fered  for  deceased  Christians,  in  regard  to  the  very 
good,  they  are  acts  of  thanksgiving :  for  the  impet' 
feet  J  acts  of  j?rqpi<iafiow ;  and  though  to  the  very 
wicked  they  afford  no  relief,  yet  are  they  so  many 
consolations  to  the  living.  And  sttch  as  are  aided 
hp  them  obtain  either  a  fuU  remission^  or  at  least  a 
mitigation  (f  their  sentence*^  Will  the  Doctor  tell 
ns  whether  this  full  remission,  or  mitigation,  is  ob- 
tained in  heaven  or  in  hell  f  St.  Augustine  certainly 
never  dreamt  that  there  was  a  full  remission  or  miti- 
gation of  punishment  in  either  place )  therefore  he 
spoke  of  a  third  place,  in  which  there  could  be  a  full 
remission  or  mitigation.  The  Catholic  Church  calls 
that  place  Purgatory. 

After  what  we  have  seen  of  St.  Augustine  in  the 
course  of  this  chapter,  our  readers  will,  no  doubt, 
give  Dr.  Steams  credit  for  great  "  courage,"  in  quot- 
ing him  against  the  doctrine  of  Purgatory,  or  even 
in  throwing  a  doubt  on  his  belief  in  its  existence. 
To  prove  that  St.  Augustine  denied  the  existence  of 
Purgatory,  the  Doctor  quotes  these  words :  "  After- 
wards, when  we  have  departed  out  of  this  life,  there 
win  remain  no  agreement  nor  any  satisfaction,''  and 
he  tells  us  they  may  be  found  in  Serm;  387,  t.  v,  col, 
1699,  ed.  Migne,  Though  the  passage  presented  no 
difficulty,  we  looked  it  up  nevertheless ;  and  what 

uras  our  surprise  to  find,  in  the  very  edition  to  which 
31 
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he  referred  us,  this  sermon  excluded  from  among 
the  genuine!  And  turning  over  to  the  sermon  it- 
self, we  found  a  foot-note  in  which  it  was  clearly 
stated,  that  it  was  enough  to  see  the  style  to  be 
convinced  it  was  not  written  by  St.  Augustine! 
We  ask  the  Doctor,  is  this  the  way  he  substan- 
tiates his  assertions  t  '^  I  don't  deal  in  wholesale 
assertions  that  can't  be  substantiated,"  he  says  (p. 
234).  Is  this  an  honorable  and  scholarly  way  of 
conducting  a  controversy  1  "We  have  not  forgotten 
that  he  gave  us  as  the  doctrine  of  Bellarmine  precisely 
the^  contradictory  of  what  that  theologian  held,  nor 
that  he  charged  the  Douay  Version  with  "  grossly 
misrepresenting"  the  original  by  removing  a  *'  colon  " 
that  never  existed.  Eeally,  this  is  too  much  in  one 
chapter. 

But  to  return  to  that  sermon.  Even  supposing  it 
genuine,  it  has  nothing  in  the  world  to  do  with  Pur- 
gatory. The  author  of  it  is  urging  the  necessity  of 
being  reconciled  to  our  enemies,  and  says  that  if  we 
would  follow  the  precept  of  Christ,  we  must  be  re- 
•conciled  at  once— during  this  life — ^for  "afterwards, 
'etc."    Now  what  has  this  to  do  with  Purgatory  f 

The  Doctor  (p.  235)  cites  another  passage  (from 
/the  Ench.  c.  69)  to  show  that  St.  Augustine  spoke 
"doubtingly,"  and  says:  "This  is  the  nearest  ap- 
proach he  makes  to  Purgatory."     The  passage  is 
jfenuine;  but  the  "doubt"  of  St.  Augustine  reiexs 
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to  the  natnre  of  the  fire  or  punishment,  not  to  the 
existence  of  Purgatory.  As  we  stated  in  the  begin- 
ning, the  one  is  a  matter  of  opinianf  the  other  a 
matter  of  faith. 

One  word  abont  the  Oreeks.  Dr.  Steams  says 
(p.  223)  that  the  Archbishop  "  forgets  (accidentally, 
of  course)  to  tell  his  readers  that  the  Orientals  do 
not  hold  to  Purgatory."  No ;  he  did  not  forgQt  it, 
"accidentally,  of  course,"  for  he  neyer  learned  it; 
and  he  had  too  just  a  sense  of  his  responsibility  to 
his  readers  to  make  a  '^  wholesale  assertion  "  that  he 
could  not  substantiate.  To  say  nothing  of  the  liy- 
ing  authorities — the  Patriarchs  and  Bishops  of  the 
Greek  Church,  whom  he  consulted  in  Rome, — the 
Greek  Fathers,  whom  we  have  quoted  in  this  chap- 
ter, told  him  that  the  Greeks  e29  hold  to  Purgatory  j 
the  eminent  Greek  theologians,  John  Plusiadcnus, 
Joseph  Methonensis,  Bessarion,  Michael  Calcca, 
Uichael  Glyca,  and  others,  whom  the  Doctor  will 
find  in  his  edition  of  Migne  (of  suggestiye  memory), 
all  testify  that  the  Greeks  do  hold  to  Purgatory.  If 
the  Doctor  will  condescend  to  read  the  18th  Decree 
of  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  (Himmel's  Monumenta 
Fidei  Ecclesiae  Orientalis,  p.  I.),  he  will  find,  in 
stronger  terms  than  those  used  by  the  Council  of 
Florence,  that  even  the  Schismatical  Greeks  do  hold 
to.  Purgatory.  No  Greek  Churchy  schismatical  or 
orthodox,  has  ever  denied  it.   Some  indimdudls  have 
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denied  it,  and  th^re  is  great  diveisitj  of  opinion 
among  those  who  admit  it,  as  to  the  nature  of  its 
pmiishment ;  but  that  would  not  jostif  j  the  Areh- 
bishop,  any  more  than  the  Doctor,  in  sajing  that 
"  the  Orientals  do  not  hold  to  Purgatory." 

The  Doctor  blindly  following  his  leaders,  Hall 
and  Co.,  quotes  the  English  martyr,  Cardinal 
Fisher,  against  the  doctrine  of  Purgatory.  Now, 
just  one  line  above  his  quotation,  the  Cardinal  says: 
'^  Nemo  certe  jam  dubitat  orthodoxus  an  Purgatori- 
um  sit,"  ''No  one  who  holds  the  true  faith  doubts 
of  the  existence  of  Purgatory  "  (Assert  Luth.  Con* 
fut.  Art  18). 


CHAPTER  XVin. 

CIVIL  AND   BBLIGIOUS   LIBBBTT. 

Befobe  following  Dr.  Steams  in  his  devious 
course  on  this  subject,  it  is  well  to  state  some  funda- 
mental truths  that  should  shape  our  ideas  of  religious 
liberty. 

First,  then,  God  the  Creator  and  Lord  of  all  things 
has  supremo  dominion  over  man ;  and  man  is  bound 
to  honor,  love  and  obey  Gtod.  Secondly,  if  God 
should  reveal  our  duties  towards  Him  and  the  man- 
ner in  which  we  should  worship  Him,  we  are  obliged 
to  perform  those  duties  and  pay  Him  that  worship. 
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We  are  not  free  either  to  omit  them  or  to  substitute 
others  in  their  place.  Thirdly,  God  has  made  such 
a  revelation  and  determined  the  religion  in  which  we 
should  serve  Him;  consequently,  we  are  not  free 
either  to  reject  that  religion  or  to  adopt  any  other. 
To  do  so  would  be,  not  to  serve  God,  but  to  offend 
Him  'y  and  we  have  no  right  to  offend  God. 

On  the  other  hand,.having  an  obligation  to  serve 
God  in  the  manner  He  prescribes,  we  have  a  right 
to  render  Him  that  service  without  hindrance  from 
others.  That  right  is  but  another  name  for  religious 
liberty.  Hence,  says  the  Archbishop,  "  a  man  en- 
joys religious  liberty  when  he  possesses  the  free  right 
of  worshipping  God  according  to  the  dictates  of  a 
right  conscience,  and  of  practising  a  form  of  religion 
most  in  accordance  with  his  duties  to  God"  (p.  264). 
Of  this  true  religious  liberty  "  no  body  doubts,''  as  Dr. 
Steams  admits,  "  that  the  Church  has  always  been 
the  zealous  promoter." 

"  But,"  he  says,  "  I  had  always  thought  that  a 
man  enjoys  religious  liberty  when  he  possesses  a 
tight  to  worship  God,  according  to  the  dictates  of  his 
own  conscience"  (p.  239).  Does  the  Doctor  mean  that, 
instead  of  God's  will  and  revelation,  man's  will  and 
private  judgment  should  be  the  rule  in  matters  of 
religion ;  that,  according  to  that  rule,  every  man 
lias  a  right  to  determine  his  own  religion,  to  profess 

error,  to  deny  the  revealed  truth,  to  do  wrong,  to 
31» 
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dishonor  God  t  According  to  the  plain  principles^ 
laid  down  in  the  beginning,  we  have  no  such  rights^ 
and,  therefpre,  no  such  liberty.  No  Ghiistian^  we- 
think/  would  claim  it.  On  the  contrary,  we  think 
they  would  all — ^Dr.  Steams  included — agree  with 
Gregory  XVI.  and  Pius  IX.  in  calling  such  liberty 
"  an  insanity ''  and  the  "  liberty  of  perdition." 

Those  who  are  in  invincible  ignorance  of  the  one 
true  religion  which  God  has  revealed,  may,  and 
should,  worship  God  according  to  what  they  believe 
to  be  their  duty  j  but  if  they  have  any  doubts  of  the 
truth  of  their  religion,  they  are  bound  to  inquire; 
and  when  they  find  out  that  it  is  false,  they  have  no 
right  to  persist  in  their  error.  As  individuals  are 
bound  to  profess  the  one  true  religion  revealed  by 
God,  so  also  are  nations ;  for  man,*  being  social  by 
nature,  is  obliged  to  pay  a  social  worship  to  God. 

But  let  us  suppose  that  a  people  divided  in  re- 
ligion, for  the  sake  of  social  peace,  enter  into  a  com- 
pact to  secure  freedom  in  the  exercise  of  religion  to 
all  parties  in  the  state— that  compact,  the  Archbishop 
expressly  says  with  Becanus  (De  Virt.  TheoL  o.  16, 
q.  4,  n.  2),  "is  to  be  observed  in  every  point  just  as 
every  other  lawful  and  honest  contract."  Such  is 
the  Catholic  doctrine  of  religious  freedom  and  toler- 
ation. It  is  logical,  just  and  charitable  at  the  same 
time. 

Passing  to  the  subject  of  civil  liberty,  the  Arch- 
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bishop  cites  tlie  granting  of  Magna  Charta,  among 
other  instances,  to  show  that  the  Church  de- 
fended the  civil  rights  of  the  people  against  the  en- 
croachments of  temporal  sovereigns.  ^'But  the 
Archbishop,"  says  Dr.  Stearns,  "  conveniently  for- 
gets to  tell  his  readers  that  Pope  Innocent  III.  an- 
nulled Magna  Charta,  ordered  Langton  to  excom- 
municate the  recalcitrant  Barons,  and  on  his  refusal 
suspended  him  permanently  from  his  office,  excom- 
municated the  Barons  himself,  and  laid  the  city  of 
London  under  an  interdict "  (p.  240) ! 

Instead  of  making  this  base  insinuation  against 
the  Archbishop,  it  would  have  been  more  scholarly  for 
the  Reverend  gentleman  to  have  given  the  historical 
facts  as  they  are.  As  he  quotes  Lingard,  he  should 
have  told  his  readers  what  Lingard  says  of  the  action 
of  the  Popes  in  connection  with  Magna  Charta. 
We  shall  supply  the  omission  for  him.  Here  is 
what  Lingard  says:  "Innocent,  enumerating  the 
grounds  of  his  judgment,  insists  strongly  on  the  vio- 
lence employed  by  the  Barons.  If  they  really  felt 
themselves  aggrieved,  they  ought,  he  observes,  to 
liave  accepted  the  offer  of  redress  by  due  course  of 
law.  They  had  preferred,  however,  to  break  the 
oath  of  fealty,  which  they  had  taken,  and  had  ap- 
pointed themselves  judges  to  sit  upon  their  lord. 
They  knew,  moreover,  that  John  had  enrolled  him- 
self among  the  crusaders;  and  yet  they  had  not 
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scrupled  to  violate  the  privileges  which  all  Christian 
nations  had  granted  to  the  champions  of  the  cross. 
Lastly,  England  was  become  the  fief  of  the  H0I7 
See ;  and  they  could  not  be  ignorant  that  if  the  King 
had  the  will,  he  had  not  at  least  the  power  to  give 
away  the  right  of  the  crown,  without  the  consent  of 
his  feudal  superior.  He  was  therefore  bound  to  an- 
nul the  concessions  which  had  been  extorted  from 
John,  as  having  been  obtained  in  contempt  of  the 
Holy  See,  to  the  degradation  of  royalty,  to  the  dis- 
grace of  the  nation,  and  to  the  impediment  of  the 
crusade.  At  the  same  time  he  wrote  to  the  Baxons, 
restating  these  reasons,  exhorting  them  to  submit, 
requesting  them  to  lay  their  claims  in  the  Council  to 
be  held  at  Rome,  and  promising  that  he  would  in- 
duce the  King  to  whatever  might  be  deemed  just  or 
reasonable:,  to  take  care  that  all  grievances  should 
be  abolished,  that  the  crown  should  be  content  with 
its  just  rights,  and  the  dergy  and  the  people  should 
enjoy  their  ancient  liberties J^  (See  Lingard,  an. 
1215,  Aug.  25.)  Why  did  not  the  Doctor  say,  then, 
that  the  Pope,  while  condemning  the  act  of  the 
Barons  as  illegal,  promised  ^'  to  take  care  that  all 
grievances  should  be  abolished,  and  the  people  enjoy 
their  ancient  liberties?" 

Innocent  III.  wrote  this  letter  to  the  Barons, 
Aug.  25,  1215,  and  died  on  the  16th  of  July,  1216. 
King  John,  sumamed  Sansterre,  or  Lackland,  follow- 
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ed  him  to  the  tomb  three  months  later,  Oct.  19th, 
1216,  leaving  the  royal  authority  to  his  son  Henry 
III.,  who  had  just  completed  his  tenth  yeai*.  "  On 
the  tenth  day  after  the  decease  of  the  late  Monaroh," 
Bays  lingard,  "  he  was  led  to  the  abbey  chm-ch  of 
Gloucester ;  and  having  taken  the  oath,  usually  ad- 
ministered to  the  English  Kings,  and  sworn  fealty 
to  Pope  Honorius  (who  had  succeeded  Innocent 
III.),  was  crowned  by  the  Legate  Gualo,  and  the 
Bishops  of  Winchester,  Exeter  and  Bath  ....  The 
next  day  a  proclamation  was  issued  in  which  the 
new  King,  lamenting  the  dissension  between  his 
father  and  the  Barons,  a  dissension  which  he  should 
forever  dismiss  from  his  memory,  promised  to  all  his 
subjects  a  full  amnesty  for  the  past,  and  their  lawful 
liberties  for  the  future."  A  great  Council  was  sum- 
moned to  meet  in  4  fortnight  at  Bristol.  Magna 
Charta  was  there  revised  and  coniirmed.  (See 
lingard,  Nov.  12th.)  "  The  young  King,"  continues 
the  same  historian,  ^'  had  not  a  single  relation  to 
whom  he  could  recur  for  advice,  or  to  whom  he 
might  intrust  the  care  of  his  interests.  Even  the 
Qneen  mother,  who  by  her  misoonduct  had  already 
forfeited  the  confidence  of  the  nation,  abandoned 
her  son  to  hasten  back  to  France,  and  marry  her 
former  lover,  the  Count  of  La  Marche.  But  Hono- 
rius, as  feudal  superior,  declared  himself  the  guardian 
of  the  orphan,  and  commanded  Gualo  to  reside  near 
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his  person,  watch  over  his  safety  and  protect  his  just 
rights  ....  The  Charter  was  again  confirmed, 
but  with  additional  alterations."  Among  these 
alterations  we  find  that  "  all  men  should  enjoy  equal 
liberties."  In  short,  Innocent  promised  the  Barons 
every  legal  means  to  obtain  redress,  and  while  Ho- 
norius  by  his  Legate  is  guardian  over  the  new  King, 
Magna  Charta  is  confirmed  with  the  addition  that 
"all  men  should  enjoy  equal  liberties."  Yet  to  read 
Dr.  Steams,  one  would  suppose  that  the  Popes 
smothered  every  cry  for  liberty,  with  excommunica- 
tions and  interdicts. 

Next,  "  turning  to  our  own  country,  it  is  with  no 
small  degree  of  satisfaction,"  says  the  Archbishop, 
"  that  I  point  to  the  State  of  Maryland  as  the  cradle 
of  civil  and  religious  liberty;"  and  then  he  quotes  the 
following  historical  facts  from  Bancroft :  "  The  foun- 
dation of  the  colony  of  Maryland  was  peacefully  and 
happily  laid.  Within  six  weeks  it  advanced  more  than 
Virginia  had  done  in  as  many  years.  .  .  .  But 
far  more  memorable  was  the  character  of  the  Mary- 
land institutions.  Every  other  country  in  the  world 
had  persecuting  laws ;  but  through  the  benign  ad- 
ministration of  the  government  of  that  province,  no 
person  professing  to  believe  in  Jesus  Christ  was 
permitted  to  be  molested  on  account  of  religion. 
Under  the  munificence  and  superintending  mildness 
of  Lord  Baltimore,  a  dreary  wilderness  was  soon 
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quickened  with  the  swarming  life  and  activity  of 
prosperous  settlements  j  the  Boman  Catholics  who 
were  oppressed  by  the  laws  of  England  were  sure  to 
find  a  peaceful  asylum  in  the  quiet  harbors  of  the 
Chesapeake  j  and  there,  too,  Protestants  were  shel- 
tered against  Protestant  intolerance.  Such  were  the 
beautiful  auspices  under  which  Maryland  started 
into  being.  .  .  .  Its  history  is  the  history  of 
benevolence,  gratitude,  and  toleration." 

Dr.  Steams,  however,  informs  us,  on  the  authority 
of  the  rector  of  St.  Paul's  Church,  Harrisburg,  Pa., 
Kev.  B.  F.  Brown,  (1.)  that  ^'  the  majority  of  the 
first  settlers  were  Protestants''  (p.  258);  (2.)  that 
there  was  "  an  overwhelming  Protestant  preponder- 
ance in  the  Assembly  of  1649"  (p.  260),  by  which 
'*  The  Religious  Toleration  Act "  was  passed. 

'  The  Doctor  and  his  friend  would  pervert  history. 
Fortunately  there  are  respectable  authorities  enough 
to  stand  between  us  and  such  a  calamity.  James 
Grahame,  for  instance,  a  Protestant,  tells  us  in  his 
Colonial  History  of  the  United  States,  that  Lord 
Baltimore,  '^  like  his  father,  was  a  Boman  Catholic, 
and  his  avowed  purpose  was  to  people  his  territory 
with  colonists  of  the  same  persuasion,  and  erect  an 
asylum  in  North  America  for  the  Catholic  faith'' 
(Book  3,  vol.  2,  p.  3,  Philadelphia,  1845).  Further 
on  (p.  9)  he  says  that  the  first  band  of  emigrants 
was  composed  of  about  two  hu^red  gentlemen  of 
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considerable  rank  and  fortune,  professing  the  Roman 
Catholic  faith,  with  a  number  of  inferior  adherents. 
And  in  the  narrative  of  the  voyage  of  the  first  set- 
tlers, written  soon  after  their  landing  in  Max yland  by 
Father  Andrew  White,  S.  J.,  in  the  latter  part  of  April, 
1634,  we  read :  ^'  On  the  day  of  the  Annunciation  of 
the  most  Holy  Virgin  Mary,  in  the  year  1634,  we 
celebrated  the  Mass  for  the  first  time  on  this  Island 
[St.  Clement's].  This  had  never  been  done  before  in 
this  part  of  the  world.  After  we  Lad  completed  the 
sacrifice,  we  took  upon  our  shoulders  a  great  cross, 
which  we  had  hewn  out  of  a  tree,  and  advancing  in 
order  to  the  appointed  place,  with  the  assistance  of 
the  Governor  and  his  associates  and  the  other  Catho* 
lies,  we  erected  a  trophy  to  Christ  the  Saviour, 
humbly  reciting  on  our  bended  knees  the  Litanies  of 
the  Sacred  Cross,  with  great  emotion."  (Relatio 
itineris  in  Marylandiam,  edited  by  Rev.  E.  A.  Dal- 
rymple,  S.T.D.    Baltimore,  1874,  p.  33.) 

From  a  letter  written  by  the  missionary  Fathers 
of  the  Society  of  Jesus,  we  learn  that,  "  Among  the 
Protestants,  nearly  all  who  have  come  from  England 
in  this  year,  1638,  and  many  others  have  been  con- 
verted to  the  faith,  together  with  four  servants  whom 
we  purchased  in  Virginia  (another  colony  of  our  king* 
dom)  for  necessary  services,  and  five  mechanics, 
whom  we  hired  for  a  month  and  have  in  the  mean- 
time won  to  God"  (ibid.  p.  56).     Another  letter, 
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dated  1639,  says:  ''On  the  principal  festival  days  of 
the  year,  sermons  are  preached,  and  the  catechetical 
expositions  given  on  the  Lord's  day.  Not  only 
Catholics  come  in  crowds,  but  also  very  many  here- 
tics— ^not  without  the  reward  of  our  labors;  for 
this  year  twelve  in  all,  wearied  of  former  errors, 
have  returned  to  favor  with  God  and  the  Church." 
Against  this  testimony  the  efforts  of  Rev.  B.  F. 
Brown  and  Dr.  Stearns  will  avail  little,  except, 
perhaps,  to  show  how  skilful  they  are  in  trumping  up 
a  case. 

The  Doctor  and  his  friend  say,  that  the  Religious 
Toleration  Act  of  1649  was  passed  when  there  was 
^'  an  overwhelming  Protestant  preponderance  in  the 
Assembly."  We  shall  come  to  that  in  good  time; 
but  first  we  undertake  to  show  that  religious  tolera- 
tion was  practised  even  before  that  Act  was  passed. 
There  is  a  curious  old  document  dated  July  3,  1638, 
which  makes  this  as  plain  as  day.  It  is  the  process 
against  William  Lewis,  who,  having  been  found 
guilty  of  "  offensive  speeches  and  other  unsea- 
sonable disputation  in  point  of  religion,  which 
tended  to  the  disturbance  of  the  public  quiet  of  the 
colony,  and  were  committed  by  him  against  apublique 
proclamation  sett  forth  toprohibite  all  switch  disputes,^ 
was  "  fined  five  hundred  weight  of  tobacco  to  the 
Lord  of  the  Province,  and  to  remaine  in  the  Sheriff's 

CQStodie  until  he  found  sufficient  sureties  for  his 
32 


974      THB  TRUE  FAITH  OF  OUR  FOREFATHERS. 

good  bebavionr  in  those  lands  in  time  to  oome.'^ 
(See  Papers  r dating  to  the  Early  History  qf  Mary- 
Icmdy  by  Sebastian  F.  Sta^e^^er^  Baltimore,  1876, 
p.  216.) 

Another  proof  of  Catholic  toleration  before  1649 
18  furnished  by  the  answer  to  a  petition  presented  to 
the  Colonial  Assembly  in  the  afternoon  of  the  22d 
of  March,  1642.  "  The  Protestant  Catholics,'^  or 
Episcopalians,  of  St.  Mary's  complained  of  Mr. 
Thomas  Gerard,  a  Roman  Catholic,  that  he  had 
taken  away  the  key  of  their  chapel  and  removed  the 
books  from  it,  and  asked  for  redress.  Mr.  GTerard 
**  was  found  guilty  of  misdemeanor,  ordered  to  reat<»e 
tiie  books  and  key  to  the  place  from  which  he  had 
taken  them,  to  relinquish  all  title  to  them,  or  the 
bouse,  and  pay  a  fine  of  five  hundred  weight  of  to- 
Weco  towards  the  maintenance  of  the  first  minister 
ttkat  should  arrive"  (Streeter,  p.  164). 

Now,  let  us  inquire  about  that  "overwhelming 
ISvtestant  preponderance  in  the  Assembly '^  that 
pikiiiftkHl  the  famous  "  Act ''  of  the  2d  of  April,  1649. 
Mi\  George  Lynn-Lachlan  Davis,  who  has  carefully 
oxHUiiue^l  the  question,  says :  "  It  can  be  proved  by 
tho  iwoords  that  of  the  fourteen  [who  were  in  the  As- 
:>H>iubly]^  ^ght  (including  Mr.  Thomborough)  were 
Homau  Catholics,  and  six  (with  Mr.  Browne)  were 
PirutotUaut).  But  this  estimate  does  not  render  Btriot 
huUM'ical  justice  to  the  claim  of  the  former.    The 
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privy  councillors  were,  all  of  them,  as  well  as  the 
Grovemor,  the  special  representatives  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  proprietary,  under  an  express  pledge  imposed 
b^  him  shortly  before  the  Assembly  (as  may  be  seen 
from  the  official  oath)  to  do  nothing  at  variance  with 
the  religious  freedom  of  any  believer  in  Christianity  j 
and  removable  any  moment,  at  his  bidding.  It 
would  be  fairer,  therefore,  to  place  the  Governor  and 
the  four  privy  councillors  on  the  same  side  as  the  six 
Roman  Catholic  burgesses.  Giving  Mr.  Browne  to 
the  other  side,  we  have  eleven  Roman  Catholic 
against  three  Protestant  votes."  (The  Day-star  of 
American  Freedom,  ch.  12,  p.  138,  New  York,  1855.) 
In  the  following  year  (1650),  Gt)vemor  Stone,  the 
Councillors  Price,  Vaughan  and  Hatton  (all  of  whom 
were  members  when  the  "  Toleration  Act "  was  passed), 
all  the  Protestant  burgesses  then  in  the  Assembly, 
and  a  number  of  the  leading  Protestants  in  the  col- 
ony, signed  an  act,  known  as  "  the  Protestant  Decla- 
ration," in  which  they  say :  "  We,  the  sayd  lieuten- 
ant, council,  burgess  and  other  Protestant  inhabitants 
above  mentioned  ....  doe  declare  and  certifie  to 
all  persons  whom  it  may  concern  [Dr.  Steams,  for 
instance],  that  according  to  an  act  of  Assembly  heer, 
and  several  other  strict  injunctions  and  declarations 
by  his  sayd  lordship  for  that  purpose  made  and  pro- 
vided, we  doe  heer  enjoy  all  fitting  and  convenient 
£reedome  and  libeity  in  the  exercise  of  our  religioui 
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under  his  lordsliip's  government  and  interest;  aad 
that  none  of  us  are  any  ways  troubled  or  molested, 
for  or  by  reason  thereof  within  his  lordship's  sayd 
province."     "This   declaration/'  says  Col.   Schaarf, 
**  proves  that  the  religious  toleration  they  enjoyed 
was  not  due  alone  to  the  act  of  1649,  but  to  the  um- 
form  policy  of  Lord  Baltimore  and  his  government " 
(History  of  Maryland  by  J.  Thomas  Scharf,  vol.  I., 
c.  7,  p.  181,  Baltimore,  1879). 

This  conclusion  is  confirmed  by  another  Prot- 
estant historian,  Mr.  Irving  Spence.  "  Never,"  he 
says,  "  was  any  government  more  indulgent  to  per- 
sons of  all  religious  persuasions,  than  was  that  of 
Maryland,  whilst  the  Roman  Catholic  Lords  Barons 
of  Baltimore  controlled  it"  (Early  History  of  the 
Presbyterian  Church  quoted  by  Scharf,  p.  180).  The 
same  admission  is  made  by  still  another  Protestant 
historian,  Grahame  (quoted  above),  in  the  following 
passage,  which  wo  especially  recommend  to  the 
Doctor's  consideration :  "  It  had  been  proclaimed 
from  the  very  beginning  by  the  proprietary  [Lord 
Baltimore]  that  religious  toleration  should  constitute 
one  of  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  social  union 
over  which  he  presided ;  and  the  Assembly  of  the 
Province,  composed  chiefly  of  Roman  Catholics, 
now  [1649]  proceeded  by  a  memorable  Act  concern- 
ing Religion  to  interweave  this  noble  principle  into 
its  legislative  constitutions.     It  is  a  striking  and 
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instmctive  spectacle  to  behold  at  tliis  period  the 
Puritans  persecuting  their  Protestant  brethren  in 
New  England  ^  the  Protestant  Episcopalians  inflict- 
ing similar  rigor  and  injustice  on  the  Puritans  in 
Virginia ;  and  the  CatholioSj  against  whom  all  others 
were  combined,  forming  in  Maryland  a  sanctuary, 
where  Christians  of  every  denomination  might  worship 
yet  none  might  oppress,  and  where  even  Protestants 
sought  refuge  from  Protestant  intolerance"  (History 
of  the  U.  S.  of  North  America,  vol.  2,  book  3,  p. 
21). 

Here  we  stop.  We  have  refated  the  Dootor^s  two 
assertions,  beca;aBe  he  seemed  to  make  them  in  ear^ 
nest  5  but  we  cannot  help  thinking  how  droll  it  is 
to  ignore  the  valuable  Fund  Publications  of  the 
Maryland  Historical  Society,  and  to  fish  out  a  little 
pamphlet  by  the  Rev.  B.  F.  firown,  and  set  up  its 
authority  against  the  unanimous  testimony  of  so 
many  respectable  historians. 

The  Doctor  quotes  Janus,  the  anonymous  libeller 

already  mentioned,  io  show  that  the  Popes  in  our 

own  time  have  been  opposed  to  every  concession 

of  religious  toleration.     But  the  authority  of  Janus 

is  enough  to  discredit  any  statement  whatever;  and 

everybody  knows  that  the  Popes  have  only  warned 

lulers  against  the  inBdel  and  lawless  principles  that 

were  spreading  like  a  cancer  over  the  social  body. 

Finally,  he  piles  up  a  mass  of  irrelevant  matter—^ 
32* 
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letters  written  by  some  English  noblemen,  news- 
paper articles  and  other  gossip— which  he  himself  on 
second  thought,  must  consider  entirely  unworthy  of 
notice. 


CHAPTER  XIX. 

CHARGES  OF  RELIGIOUS  PERSECUTIOK. 

Following  in  the  wake  of  all  inflammatory  writers 
against  the  Catholic  Church,  it  was  natural  to  ex- 
pect that  Dr.  Stearns's  next  move  on  the  battle  field 
of  controversy  would  be  in  the  direction  of  Religious 
Persecution. 

That  the  Catholic  Church  maintains  no  principle 
of  faith  which  tends  to  persecution  for  conscience 
sake,  has  been  proved  over  and  over  again  by  many 
able  Catholic  writers,  and  amongst  these  we  recom- 
mend Milner's  Letters  to  a  Prebendary,  Let.  IV,  as 
being  a  refutation  of  charges  similar  to  those  brought 
forward  by  the  "  Examining  Chaplain  of  Easton." 
Were  we  to  enter  upon  a  serious  examination  of  the 
hackneyed  charges  of  Religious  Persecution  repeated 
by  Dr.  Steams  against  the  Catholic  Church,  on  the 
authority  of  the  recognized  enemies  of  her  faith,  we 
should  naturally  be  led  to  retaliate,  and  prove  from 
uncontrovertible  sources  how  our  Protestant  breth- 
ren "  should  first  cast  the  beam  out  of  their  own 
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eye/'  before  clamoring  "about  the  mote  in  the 
eye  of  their  neighbor"  (Matth.  vii.  5).  But  this 
would  be  an  odious  task^  calculated  to  excite  ill 
feeling  and  animosity.  We,  therefore,  dismiss  the 
subject,  both  because  the  historical  truth  of  facts  can 
have  escaped  but  few  in  this  reading  age,  and  be- 
cause we  would  not,  by  even  a  just  defence,  bring 
upon  ourselves  the  feelings  of  dissatisfaction,  which 
every  one  must  have  felt  against  Dr.  Steams,  in 
reading  his  prejudiced  and  inflammatory  chapter. 


CHAPTER  XX. 

THE  SACRAMEOTCS. — ^BAPTISM:   ITS  NECESSITY. 

The  Catechism  of  the  Council  of  Trent  (Part  II. 
n.  5),  speaking  of  the  Sacraments  of  the  New  Law, 
says :  "  A  Sacrament  is  a  visible  sign  of  an  invisible 
grace,  instituted  for  our  justification."  Explaining 
this  definition,  the  same  Catechism  (n.  10)  declares 
that,  ^^  A  Sacrament  is  a  thing  subject  to  the  senses, 
and  possessing  by  divine  institution  at  once  the  powr 
er  of  signifying  sanctity  and  justice,  and  of  impart- 
ing both  to  the  receiver" — (rem  ess©  sensibus  sub- 
jectam,  quae  ex  Dei  institutione  sanctitatis  et  justitiae 
turn  significandse  tum  efficiendse  vim  habet). 

How  many  are  the  Sacramerlts  of  the  new  Law? 
Catholic   faith    teaches  us   that  there   are  seven, 
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namely:  Baptism,  Confirmation,  H0I7  Eachaodsty 
Penance,  Extreme  Unction,  Orders,  and  Matri- 
mony. To  this  statement  made  by  the  Arch- 
bishop, .Dr.  Steams  answers:  "Whether  all  these 
are  Sacraments,  in  the  sense  above  definedj  we  shall 
see  when  we  come  to  consider  them  severally.  Mean- 
while,  I  shall  content  myself  with  challenging  the 
Archbishop  to  produce  a  sitiglo  passage — only  one 
— ^from  the  genuine  writings  of  any  of  the  Fathers, 
for  the  first  thousand  years  after  Christy  fixing  the 
number  of  the  Sacraments  to  seven.  Peter  Lombard, 
in  the  twelfth  century,  must  be  allowed  that  honor  ^ 
(p.  297).  Then  he  proceeds!  "That  Baptism  and 
the  Eucharist  are  tJie  Sacraments  of  the  Gospel,  is 
clear  from  the  language  of  St.  Chryeostom  (horn,  in 
Johan. 85):  ^came  (hereout  blood  and  water  .... 
out  of  both  these  (^^  diKporepcjv  ravTOjv)  the  Church 
is  constituted :  those  initiated  into  it  are  bom  by 
{6ia)  water,  nourished  by  blood  and  fleshy' in  these, 
the  mysteries  (sacraments)  have  their  source."' 

Of  the  meaning  of  these  words  we  shall  speak 
hereafter.  Let  us  come  at  once  to  the  point  at  i&sue. 
Did  the  Fathers  who  lived  in  the  first  ten  centuries 
of  Christianity,  believe  or  not  that  Christ  had  insti- 
tuted seven  Sacraments  in  His  Church  for  the  sano- 
tification  of  the  faithful  ?  Most  assuredly  they  be- 
lieved it,  and  taught  it  too  in  their  works.  The 
proof  of  this  assertion  shall  be  given  in  the  fol- 
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lowing  cliapters,  where  we  shall  make  evident,  from 
the  Stings  of  those  Fathers,  that  not  only  Baptism 
and  the  Eucharist,  as  Dr.  Steams  grants  us,  but 
also  Confirmation,  Penance,  Extreme  Unction, 
Orders,  and  Matrimony  are  Sacraments. 

The  challenge  of  our  Reverend  opponent  is  thus 
sufficiently  answered.  For,  this  point  once  proved, 
it  does  not  avail  him  a  jot  or  a  tittle  if  we  do  not  pro- 
duce, at  his  special  request,  a  passage  from  the  writ- 
ings of  the  Fathers  of  the  first  ten  centuries,  "  fixing 
the  number  of  the  Sacraments  of  the  Church  to 
sevenA  If  we  show  that  those  Fathers  have  said 
that  Confirmation,  as  weU  as  Baptism  and  the 
!Eucharist,  is  a  true  Sacrament  in  the  sense  above 
defined ;  if  they  teach  the  same  doctrine  with  regard 
to  Penance,  Extreme  Unction,  Orders,  and  Matri- 
mony 5  it  takes  only  a  little  arithmetic,  dear  Doctor, 
to  count  up  those  Sacraments  and  find  out  that  they 
make  seven  in  all,  and  consequently  we  are  perfectly 
authorized  to  assert  that  the  Fathers  of  the  first  ten 
centuries  of  the  Church  believed  and  taught  that 
there  are  seven  Sacraments.  If  the  Fathers  did  not 
take  the  trouble  to  count  one,  two,  three,  four,  five, 
six,  seven,  they  had  no  Reverend  Doctor  to  chal- 
lenge them  to  accomplish  that  difficult  feat. 

Now  let  us  go  back  to  the  testimony  from  St. 
Chrysostom.  We  maintain  that  the  words  quoted 
do  not  justify  Dr.  Stearns's  assertion,  that  "  Baptism 
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and  the  Eucharist  are  the  Saaraments  of  the  Gos|>eU' 
The  holy  Doctor  certainly  speaks  of  Baptism  and 
the  Eucharist  as  Sacraments ;  but  he  does  not  saj 
that  they  are  the  only  Sacraments  of  the  New  Law : 
— ^and  surely  to  draw  this  inference  from  the  words 
of  the  holy  Father  is  a  piece  of  very  bad,  if  not  very 
unfair  logic.  Moreover,  we  must  remind  our  readers, 
that  these  two  Sacraments  are  more  frequently  men- 
tioned by  the  Fathers,  because  Baptism  is  the  first 
Sacrament,  indispensably  necessary  for  admission  to 
the  other  Sacraments,  and  the  Holy  Eucharist  is 
the  greatest  Sacrament  on  account  of  Hin^  who  is 
truly  and  substantially  present  therein. 

But  apart  from  the  proof  we  mean  to  give,  that 
each  of  the  seven  Sacraments  was  acknowledged 
and  claimed  as  such  by  the  holy  Fathers  who  lived 
before  the  10th  century,  we  are  able  to  offer  to 
Dr.  Steams  another  evident  demonstration  of  the 
same  fact,  thereby  showing  him  that  the  doctrine 
of  faith  which  we  profess  comes  down  to  us  from 
the  Apostles.  Here  it  is. — ^Nobody  can  deny  that 
all  the  time  before  the  so-called  "Reformation" 
of  the  16th  century,  beginning  at  least  with  the 
12th  century,  all  Christians  believed  in  the  seven 
Sacraments  above  mentioned.  This  is  proved  by 
the  unanimous  agreement  of  all  writers  of  that 
period — ^by  the  profession  of  faith  which  the  Wal- 
denses  had  to  make  in  abjuring  their  heresy,  A.D. 
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1210 — ^by  tlie  profession  of  faitli  made  by  the 
Greek  Emperor  Michael  Paleologus  in  the  second 
Ecumenical  Council  of  Lyons,  A.D.  1274 — ^by 
the  decree  of  the  Council  of  Florence  for  the  Ar- 
menianSy  A.D.  1445 — ^by  the  rituals  of  the  Latins, 
Greeks,  and  other  .Oriental  sects — ^by  the  total 
failure,  in  fine,  of  the  attempts  made  by  the  Protes- 
tants of  the  16th  and  17th  centuries,  to  induce  the 
Greeks  to  agree  with  them  in  the  denial  of  the 
divine  institution  of  the  seven  Sacraments. 

Now  this  unquestionable  fact  of  the  belief  of  all 
Christians  for  four  centuries  in  the  seven  above- 
named  Sacraments,  shows  evidently  that  there  are 
in  reality  seven  Sacraments,  and  that  this  doctrine 
was  taught  by  the  Apostles.  For  the  old  maxim, 
by  which  Tertullian  used  to  convict  of  error  the 
heretics  of  his  time,  holds  good  in  the  present 
instance :  ^'  Quod  apud  multos  unum  invenitur,  non 
est  erratum,  sed  traditum^'  (De  Praescript.,  c.  28). 

Indeed,  let  us  suppose,  for  argument's  sake,  that 
Ae  Sacraments  of  the  New  Law  were  not  seven  in 
number^  !  If,  then,  the  entire  Church  believed  and 
taught,,  at  least  for  four  centuries,  that  there  were 
seven,  you  must  necessarily  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  for  four  centuries  the  Church  did  not  teach  re- 
vealed truth,  but  error,  and  that  all  the  faithful 
were  led  astray  by  her  erroneous  teaching.  "There- . 
fore,  you.must  also  admit  that  the  Church  had  ceased 
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to  be  '^the  pillar  and  ground  of  tmthy"  as  the 
Apostle  styles  her  (I.  Tim.  iii.  15) — that  she  bad 
failed  in  spite  of  the  pledged  word  of  Christ,  by 
which  he  promised  that  the  gates  of  hell  should  not 
prevail  against  her.  Those  conclusions  being  evi- 
dently false,  the  suppodtion  from  which  they  logi- 
cally follow  must  also  be  false ;  namely,  that  the 
Sacraments  of  the  New  Law  are  not  seven  in 
number. 

Again,  our  doctrine  is  embraced  as  a  revealed 
truth  by  the  Greeks,  who  were  separated  from  the 
Catholic  Church  in  the  9th  century;  and  by  the 
Oriental  sects  which  were  severed  from  the  same 
Church  as  long  ago  as  the  4th  century.  Evidently 
they  did  not  receive  the  doctrine  of  the  seven  Sacra- 
ments from  the  Catholic  Church  after  their  separa- 
tion, but  must  have  preserved  it  from  the  days 
anterior  to  their  separation ;  and,  therefore,  in  the  4th 
century,  the  Church  of  God  believed  that  the  Sacra- 
ments of  the  New  Law  are  seven. 

We  think  that  we  have  said  enough  about  the 
number  of  Sacraments,  to  satisfy  any  well  disposed 
reader  that  our  reply  to  the  Doctor's  challenge  is 
oonclusive. 

We  must  next  consider  the  subject  of  Baptism. 
Dr.  Stearns  acknowledges  it  to  be  a  Sacrament ;  but 
he  denies  its  necessity  for  infants  in  order  that  they 
be  admitted  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven.     He  is 
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shocked  at  this  doctrine,  exposed  by  the  Archbishop, 
and  pathetically  calls  it  "  the  horrible  teaching  of 
the  Roman  Church,  dura  mater  infantum ''  (p.  280). 
Verily,  it  is  a  "  horrible  teaching  "-^-not  that  of  the 
Church  of  Christ,  who  urges  all  to  make  sure  of  bap- 
tism as  a  means  absolutely  necessary  for  salvation — 
but  that  of  those  men  who  deprive  innumerable  souls 
of  the  eternal  vision  of  God,  by  making  the  credulous 
believe  tliat  infants  dying  without  baptism  can  enjoy 
heaven's  eternal  happiness,  notwithstanding  the 
express  declaration  of  Christ :  "  Unless  a  man  be 
bom  again  of  water  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  he  cannot 
enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven  "  (John  iii.  15). 
liCt  such  teachers  of  error  read  their  condemnation 
in  the  following  sentences  of  the  early  Fathers. 

TertuUian  (lib.  De  Bap.  c.  12)  says:  "It  is  de- 
clared that  salvation  cannot  he  the  portion  of  any  man 
without  haptismj  chiefly  on  account  of  that  memora- 
ble declaration  of  the  Lord,  who  said :  '  Unless  a 
man  be  bom  again  of  water,  he  hath  not  life.' " 

St.  Augustine  (lib.  3,  De  Orig.  anim.  c.  9)  says: 
'^  If  fhou  wilt  be  a  Catholic,  do  not  believe,  or  say, 
or  teach,  that  infants  who  are  carried  off  by  death 
before  baptism,  can  obtain  the  forgiveness  of  origi- 
nal sin."  In  his  Epistle  to  St.  Jerome  (Epist. 
166,  al.  28,  c.  7),  the  same  Doctor  says:  "Whoso- 
ever says,  that  in  Christ  those  children  also  shall 

obtain  life,  who  depart  this  life  without  participa- 
33 
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tion  in  His  Sacrament  (of  Baptism),  that  man  snielj 
goes  counter  to  the  apostolic  preaching,  and  con- 
demns the  whole  Church,  in  which  the  faithful  run 
and  nuike  haste  with  the  infants  who  are  to  be  bap- 
tized, precisely  because  they  firmly  believe  that 
they  can  in  no  other  possible  manner  obtain  life  in 
Christ.'' 

Pope  Innocent  I.  (inter  Ep.  Aug.  182,  al.  93), 
answering  a  letter  of  the  2d  Council  of  Milevis,  by 
which  he  had  been  informed  of  the  errors  of  the 
Pelagians,  says:  "That  doctrine,  however,  which 
your  fraternity  asserts  they  (the  Pelagians)  teach, 
that  even  without  the  grace  of  Baptism,  children 
can  be  crowned  with  the  rewards  of  eternal  life,  is 
exceedingly  foolish.'' 

In  this  connection  we  must  remark  that  Dr. 
Stearns's  error  with  regard  to  Baptism  is  even 
greater  than  that  of  the  Pelagians.  His  error  is  the 
same  as  that  which  was  disseminated  in  the  begin- 
ning of  the  5th  century  by  Vincentius  Victor,  a 
young  man  of  Mauritania,  against  whom  St.  Au- 
gustine wrote  his  four  books  "De  anima  et  ejus 
origine,"  A.D.  419.  In  the  3d  book,  chapter  xiii., 
he  says,  just  as  if  he  were  addressing  our  Rev. 
Doctor:  "If  thou  wilt  be  a  Catholic,  do  not  be- 
lieve, or  say,  or  teach,  that  ^  Some  of  those  who  have 
departed  this  life  without  the  Baptism  of  Christ,  do 
not  for  the  time  being  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven, 
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but  go  to  paradise;  that  afterwards,  however,  in  the 
resurrection  of  the  dead,  they  also  shall  obtain  the 
beatitude  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven.'  Not  even  the 
Pelagian  heresy,  which  holds  the  opinion  that  in- 
fants do  not  contract  original  sin,  has  ventured  so  hx 
as  to  grant  them  this  privilege.  Yet  thou,  although 
like  a  Catholic  thou  ownest  that  they  are  bom  in 
sin,  nevertheless  by  an  unaccountable  innovation  of 
a  stiU  more  perverse  opinion,  assertest  that  without 
saving  Baptism  they  are  both  absolved  from  this 
sin,  and  introduced  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven. 
Nor  dost  thou  reflect  how  thou  errest  in  this  matter 
far  more  grievously  than  Pelagius.  For  he,  having 
a  salutary  fear  of  that  sa^nng  of  the  Lord,  according 
to  which  the  unbaptized  are  not  permitted  to  enter 
into  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  does  not  dare  to  send 
thither  those  infants  w]»om  he  believes  to  be  free 
&om  every  sin.  But  tlt^ou  so  far  despisest  that  say- 
ing, '  Unless  a  man  be  bom  again  of  water  and  the 
holy  Ghost,  he  cannot  enter  into  the  kingdom  of 
heaven,'  that  in  addition  to  the  error ^  hy  which  thou 
darest  to  separate  paradise  from  the  kingdom  qf 
Gody  thou  dost  not  hesitate  to  promise  to  some  of 
them,  whom  thou  believest,  like  a  Catholic,  to  be 
bom  in  sin,  even  though  they  die  without  baptism, 
not  only  the  remission  of  their  sin,  but  also  the 
kingdom  of  heaven  5  as  if j  by  advocating  the  dogma 
of  original  sin  against  Pelagius,  thou  co\M&\.  ^o\^^ 
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a  true  Catholic,  when  in  reality,  by  attempting  to 
destroy  tlie  Lord's  decree  concerning  Baptism,  thou 
art  but  a  new  heretic.'' 

But  Dr.  Steams  argues  to  the  contrary  (p.  281), 
as  follows :  '^  Baptism  is  the  Sacrament  of  our  birth 
out  of  the  kingdom  of  nature  into  the  kingdom  of 
grace ;  and  this  birth  is  a  spiritual  birth.  But  birth 
is  not  the  beginning  of  life.  There  is  life  before 
birth  in  the  spiritual  as  well  as  in  the  natural  world. 

Birth — ^in  other  words,  being  bom,  ».  e., 

borne,  i.  e.j  brought  ybr^A — ^is  the  introduction  to  a 
new  phase  of  existence,  new  surroundings,  new  pos- 
sibilities (so  far  as  those  surroundings  are  con- 
cerned) of  development"  It  follows  then — ^Dr. 
Steams  will  allow  us  to  set  down  the  conclusion 
which  he  himself  has  clearly  stated  in  his  pamphlet 
—'Birth  and  New  Birth,'  2  A  Edit.  p.  18— that  "the 
life  may  be  in  the  unbaptized,  and,  therefore,  (spir- 
itually) unborn  child,  must  be  j and  as  the 

life  is  in  him,  he  may  be  born  into  paradise,  like  the 
penitent  thief,  in  articuh  mortis.^^ 

We  answer.  Baptism  is  not  a  new  birth  that  pre- 
supposes supernatural  life  in  him  who  is  baptized, 
and  places  him  where  that  life  whic.h  is  in  him  can 
be  developed.  It  is  no  less  "  a  new  generation  " 
than  a  new  birth.  In  it,  and  by  it,  a  man  descend- 
ing by  physical  law  from  the  loins  of  Adam  is 
made  a  new  man.     By  it  the  stain  of  original  sin 
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with  wliicli  his  soul  was  defiled  as  soon  as  it  was 
united  to  his  body,  making  him  by  nature  before 
God  a  "  child  of  wrath,"  is  washed  away,  and  so  is 
every  other  sin  he  may  have  committed  before  its 
reception.  By  it  he  is  begotten  of  God ;  a  new  and 
spiritual  life  is  imparted  to  his'  soul,  and  a  character 
is  imprinted  on  it,  which  consecrates  him  in  a 
special  manner  to  God's  service.  Hence,  Baiptism 
is  called  by  St.  Paul  (Tit.  iii.  5)  "the  laver  of 
regeneration  and  renovation  of  the  Holy  Ghost," — 
(lavacrum  regeneratipnis  et  lenovationis  Spiritus 
Sancti:  ELin^  James'Trans.  ^Hhe washing qf regener- 
ation and  renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghost*') — ^w  hich  few 
words  are  alone  sufficient  to  show  conclusively  how 
preposterous  is  the  opinion  of  Dr.  Steams  on  the 
subject  of  Christian  Baptism. 

The  same  conclurion  is  further  corroborated  by 
the  following  passages  from  the  Fathers,  which  we 
subjoin  by  way  of  specimen. .  "  Baptism,"  says  St. 
Greg.  Naz.  (Orat.  40.  n.  3),  "  is  the  putting  off  of 
the  flesh,  the  following  of  the  Spirit,  the  participa- 
tion of  the  Word,  the  restoration  of  the  primitive 
creation  (of  man),  the  deluge  in  which  sin  is  de- 
stroyed, the  communication  of  light,  and  the  dispel- 
ling of  darkness.'' 

St.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  (Cat.  20,  Myst.  2,  c.  4) 
says :  '^  In  the  same  instant  you  are  both  dead  and 
33* 
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bom,  and  that  life-giving  water  lias  become  for  yon 
at  the  same  time  yonr  tomb  and  yonr  mother." 

St.  Ambrose  (De  Sacr.  1.  1,  c.  4)  says :    "  This  is 

the  transition the  transition  from  sin  to 

life,  from  guilt  to  grace,  from  contamination  to  sanc- 
tification:  whosoever  passes  through  this  fountain, 
does  not  die,  but  rises  from  the  dead." 

St.  John  Chrysostom  (In  Johan.  hom.  26,  al.  25) 
savs:  ''What  the  matrix  is  to  the  fetus,  that  the 
water  is  to  the  faithful  soul :  for  in  the  water  it  is 

fashioned  and  formed But  time  is  required 

for  that  which  is  formed  in  the  womb :  not  so  in  the 
water,  where  in  a  single  instant  of  time  everything 
is  completed.'' 

St.  Leo.  M.  (Serm.  5,  in  Nat.  Dom.)  said :  "  The 
origin  of  life  which  He  [the  Son  of  Grod]  took  in  the 
womb  of  the  Virgin,  he  placed  in  the  baptismal 
font;  He  gave  the  water  that  which  He  gave  Hia 
mother ;  for  the  power  of  the  Most  High  and  the 
overshadowing  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  which  caused 
Mary  to  bring  forth  the  Saviour,  the  same  caused 
the  water  to  regenerate  the  believer." 

But  the  Rev.  "Examining  Chaplain  of  the  Diocese 
of  Easton"  has  two  objections  against  the  Catholic 
doctrine,  that  Baptism  is  necessary  for  children  in 
order  that  they  be  admitted  into  heaven  and  have  life 
eternal.  First. — "  If  Baptism,"  he  says,  "  is  neces- 
sary for  all, how  is  it  that  the  'all'  has  an  exception 
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in  the  case  of  adults,  but  no  exception  in  the  case  of 
infants?''  (p.  279.)  Because,  we  answer,  Christ  our 
Lord,  who  has  made  Baptism  necessary  for  all,  has 
also  promised  remission  of  sins,  and  sanctifying 
grace  to  every  one  who  loves  Him  with  supernatural 
and  perfect  charity,  which  implies,  in  cases  of  impos- 
sibility, the  desire  of  being  baptized.  "  If  any  one 
love  me,"  says  Christ  (John  xiv.  23),  "he  will 
keep  my  word,  and  my  Father  will  love  him,  and 
we  will  come  to  him,  and  will  make  our  abode 
with  him."  Now,  it  needs  no  demonstration  to 
see  that  infants  cannot  fulfil  these  conditions,  and 
that,  therefore,  the  promise  of  our  Lord,  and  the 
exception  made  with  regard  to  the  necessity  of 
actual  Baptism,  when  it  cannot  be  received,  have 
reference  to  adults  only,  and  not  at  all  to  infants. 
Listen  to  St.  Augustine,  who  will  also  explain  to 
ns,  why  the  example  of  the  good  thief  who  was  saved 
without  baptism,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  case  of 
infants.  In  his  4th  book  on  Baptism  he  says  (De 
Bapt.  lib.  4,  c.  25) :  "  The  Sacrament  of  Baptism  is 
one  thing,  and  conversion  of  heart  another  5  but  the 
salvation  of  man  is  effected  by  both :  nor  if  one  of 
these  be  wanting,  must  we  therefore  imagine  that  it 
follows  that  the  other  also  must  be  absent ;  for  the 
former  can  be  in  the  infant  without  the  latter,  and  the 
latter  could  be  in  the  thief  without  the  former,  God  sup- 
plying in  the  one  and  in  the  other,  what  would  not 
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liave  been  wanting  through,  a  f&nlt  of  their  wilL 
When,  however,  through  a  fatUt  <^  the  wiH  one  of 
these  is  wanting,  it  involves  man  in  gnilt  ]  and  Bap- 
tism may  be  had  where  there  is  not  conversion  of 
heart  [in  the  infant] :  and  conversion  of  heart  can 
indeed  be  [in  the  adult]  when  Baptism  has  not  been 
received  j  but  when  Baptism  is  rejected,  it  cannot — 
for  you  can  by  no  means  call  it  a  conversion  of  the 
heart  to  God,  when  a  sacrament  of  God  is  despised.'' 

Second  objection  of  our  "  Chaplain." — The  teach- 
ing of  the  Catholic  Church  with  regard  io  the  Bap- 
tism of  infants,  "we  are  told,"  says  Dr.  Steams  (p. 
280),  "is  in  obedience  to  God's  word.  If  so,  the 
obedience  doesn't  go  far  enough,  for  'God's  Word' 
says  expressly  (IMark  xvi.  16) :  'He  that  believeth 
not,  shall  be  damned.'  The  Roman  Church,  there- 
fore, to  be  consistent,  should  'consign'  aU  infants, 
baptized  as  well  as  unbaptized,  'to  the  place  of  the 
reprobate,'  as  the  Archbishop  euphemistically  terms 
it." 

We  answer,  the  Church  is  consistent.  She  does 
not  "  consign  "  all  infants,  baptized  as  well  as  un- 
baptized, to  the  place  of  the  reprobate — hell,  as  Dr. 
Steams  prefers  to  call  it.  The  Church  teaches, — 
1.  That  infants  who  die  after  Baptism^  go  to  heaven, 
because  in  baptism  the  stain  of  original  sin  was 
washed  away,  and  they  received  the  adoption  of  chil- 
dren of  God  and  the  right  to  the  heavenly  inherit- 
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ance,  whicli  they  did  not,  because  they  could  not, 
forfeit  by  actual  sin. 

2.  That  unhaptized  truants  cannot  go  to  heaven^ 
or  enjoy  the  beatitude  of  the  blessed,  because  they 
were  not  bom  again  of  water  and  the  Holy  Ghost, 
and  "unless  a  man  be    bom  again  of  water  and 

'  the  Holy  Ghost,  he  cannot  enter  into  the  kingdom 
of  God."  But  the  Church  does  not  "consign" 
them  to  the  place  of  the  reprobate;  for,  as  the 
Archbishop  justly  remarks  (p.  313),  "all  that  the 
Church  holds  on  this  point,  is,  that  unbaptized  chil- 
dren are  deprived  of  the  beatific  vision  of  God,  which 
constitutes  the  essential  happiness  of  the  blessed. 
Now,  between  the  supreme  bliss  of  heaven  and  the 
torments  of  the  reprobate,  there  is  a  very  wide  mar- 
gin  There  are  some  Catholic  writers  of  dis- 
tinction who  even  assert  that  unbaptized  infants  en- 
joy a  certain  degree  of  natural  beatitude ;  that  is,  a 
happiness  which  is  based  on  the  natural  knowledge 
and  love  of  God." 

3.  The  Church,  faithful  guardian  of  the  Word  of 
God,  teaches  that  "  He  that  believeth  not,  shall  be 
damned"  ("shall  be  condemned,"  Cath.  Transl.) 
But  this  sentence  of  our  Lord  is  meant  for  adults j  who 
can  niake  an  act  of  faith,  and  to  whom  in  the  pre- 
ceding verse  (Mark  xvi.  15),  He  had  commissioned 
the  Apostles  to  preach  the  gospel :  it  is  by  no  means 
to  be  applied  to  infants j  who  cannot  believe  by  «a!l 
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act  of  faith.  Moreover,  even  supposing  that  these 
words  of  our  Lord  could  be  applied  to  infants,  it  still 
remains  true  that  those  who  are  baptized  would  not 
be  condemned;  since  they  have  received  in  Baptism, 
together  with  sanctifying  grace,  the  supernatural 
virtues  of  faith,  hope,  and  charity,  infused  into  their 
souls  by  God,  and  therefore  it  cannot  be  said  6f  them, 
absolutely  and  without  limitation  or  distinction,  that 
they  have  no  faith.  Again,  St.  Augustine,  speaking 
of  baptized  children,  says  (Serm.  14.  de  verbis 
Apost.  al.  Serm.  294,  n.  18) :  "  Far  be  it  from  me  to 
say  'children  do  not  believe.'  .  .  .  Already  in  a 
preceding  passage  I  contended,  that  he  believes 
through  another,  who  sinned  through  another." 
And  on  another  occasion  the  same  holy  Doctor 
(Serm.  10. de  verb.  Apost.  al.  Serm.  176,  n.  2)  said: 
'^  Mother  Church  gives  them  (infants)  the  feet  of 
others  that  they  may  come,  the  heart  of  others  that 
they  may  believe,  the  tongue  of  others  that  they 
may  confess  (the  faith)." 

To  sum  up,  in  brief,  the  Church  teaches  that  in- 
fants are  conceived  in  original  sin,  and  bom  spirit- 
ually dead  with  the  death  of  sin ;  but  by  and  in 
Baptism  they  are  buried  to  sin,  and  rise  to  the  new 
life  of  the  children  of  God ;  and,  therefore,  if  they 
die,  can  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven. 
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CHAPTER  XXI. 

CONFIRHATXON. 

Ix  a  short  cliapter  of  seven  pages,  the  Archbishop 
proves  to  evidence  from  Scripture  and  Tradition, 
that  Confirmation  must  be  reckoned  among  the 
Sacraments  of  the  New  Law.  For  the  benefit  of 
our  non-Catholic  readers,  we  shall  point  out  some  of 
these  proofs,  after  which  it  will  not  take  us  long  to 
do  away  with  the  futile  objections  of  the  Rev. 
"  Chaplain,''  and  to  call  attention  to  his  not  less  in- 
significant and  silly  remarks. 

"This  Saisrament,''  says  the  Archbishop,  "is 
called  Confirmation,  because  it  confirms,  or  strength- 
ens the  soul  by  divine  grace.  Sometimes  it  is 
called  the  laying  on  of  hands,  because  the  Bishop 
imposes  his  hands  on  those  whom  he  confirms.  It 
is  also  known  by  the  name  of  Chrism,  because  the 
forehead  of  the  person  confirmed  is  anointed  with 
clirlsm  in  the  form  of  a  cross"  (p.  320). 

Do  we  find  this  rite  mentioned  in  the  Scriptures 
of  the  New  Testament  with  the  characteristics  of  a 
t^nie  Sacrament  1  To  answer  this  question,  we  must 
Examine  whether  it  is  there  described  as  a  rite  htf 
"Which  sanctifying  grace  was  given  to  perfect  those 
"Who  had  been  baptized :  for,  in  that  case,  it  is  un- 
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donbtedly  recorded  as  a  tme  Sacrament,  since  it  is 
described  as  a  visible  sign  of  invisible  grace ;  and 
it  must  be  understood  to  have  been  instituted  hy 
our  Lord  in  His  Church,  since  He  alone  could  have 
been  the  author  of  a  sign,  conveying  by  itself  and 
in  virtue  of  its  institution,  grace  of  sanctification  to 
the  receiver. 

Now,  the  laying  on  qf  hands  is  so  described  in 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  j  for  it  is  written  (Acts  viiL 
12-17):  "When  they  [the  Samaritans]  had  be- 
lieved Philip  preaching  of  the  kingdom  of  God, 
in  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ,  they  were  baptized 
both  men  and  women.  Then  Simon  himself  be- 
lieved also:  and  being  baptized  he  stuck  close  to 

Philip Now  when  the  Apostles  who  were 

in  Jerusalem,  had  heard  that  Samaria  had  received 
the  word  of  God,  they  sent  unto  them  Peter  and 
John.  Who  when  they  were  come,  prayed  for 
them,  that  they  might  receive  the  Holy  Ghost. 
For  he  was  not  as  yet  come  upon  any  of  them: 
but  they  were  only  baptized  in  the  name  of  the 
Lord  Jesus,  Then  they  laid  their  hands  upon 
them,  and  they  received  the  Holy  Ghost.''  By 
the  lathing  on  of  hands^  therefore,  as  &y  and  through 
St,  sign  divinely  appointed  for  the  sanctification  of 
the  faithful,  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Ghost  was  given, 
in  order  to  strengthen  and  perfect  in  holiness  the 
fEuthful  of  Samaria. 
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This  tratb^  clearly  stated  in  tlie  text  just  quoted, 
is  even  more  evidently  expressed  in  the  words 
which  follow:  "And  when  Simon  saw  that  "by 
{Slcl)  the  imposition  of  the  hands  of  the  Apostles 
the  Holy  Ghost  was  given,  he  offered  them  money, 
saying :  Give  me  also  this  power,  that  on  v^om- 
soever  I  shall  lay  my  hands,  he  may  receive  the 
Holy  Ghost.''  These  'words  leave  no  room  for 
cavilling.  8imon  Magus  knew  that  in  the  Church 
of  Christ,  by  the  visible  sign  of  the  laying  on  of 
the  hands  of  those  who  had  power,  grace  was  ^iven 
to  the  faithful,  and  he  wanted  to  buy  that  power. 
In  answer  to  his  demand,  St.  Peter,  not  denying, 
but  acknowledging  that  power,  said  (v.  20): 
"  Keep  thy  money  to  thyself  to  perish  with  thee^ 
because  thou  hast  thought  that  the  gift  qf  God  may 
be  purchased  with  money." 

Again,  in  19th  chapter  of  the  same  Acts,  the  laying 
en  qfhands^  is  described  as  a  visible  sign  hy  which 
grace  is  given  to  those  who  are  baptized.  There  we 
xead  (Acts  xix.  5,  6)  that  the  disciples  at  Ephesos 
<<  were  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus }  and 
when  Paul  had  imposed  his  hands  upoa  {hem,  the 
Holy  Ghost  came  upon  them,  and  they  q[K>ke  with 
tongues  and  prophesied.'' 

Moreover,  St.  Paul  teaches  us  (Hebr.  vi.  2)  that 

*'  the  laying  on  of  hands  "  belongs  to  the  doctrine 

of  Christ.    He  says  (we  quote  from  the  Protestant 
34 
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translation  of  the  Bible) :  "  Therefore,  leaving*  the 
principles  of  the  doctrine  of  Christ,  let  ns  go  on  unto 
perfection ;  not  laying  again  the  foundation.  ...  of 
the  doctrine  of  baptisms  and  of  laying  on  of  hands." 
According  to  this  testimony  *'the  laying  on  of 
hands  "  was,  therefore,  instituted  by  our  Lord  in  his 
Church, — ^for  how  could  any  other  but  Christ  estab- 
lish what  belongs  to  "  the  principles  of  the  doctrine 
of  Christ ; "  and  it  was  instituted  to  last  as  long 
as  His  Church  will  last,  namely,  "  all  days,  even  to 
the  consummation  of  the  world." 

The  argument  from  Scripture  in  favor  of  Confirma- 
tion as  a  Sacrament,  is  so  clear  and  decisive,  that  no 
further  propf  is  needed  to  convince  the  soul  that  is 
sincerely  looking  for  the  truth. 

But,  on  the  other  band,  the  Fathers  of  the  Churcta- 
from  the  earliest  age  bear  witness  to  the  faith  o 
Catholics  with  regard  to  Confirmation.  They  men- — 
tion  it  as  the  same  rite  which  was  administered  by  th^^ 
Apostles;  they  speak  of  the  chrism  used  in  its  ad — 
miilistration ;  they  say  that  it  is  a  Sacrament ;  the 
•compare  it  with  Baptism  and  Holy  Eucharist;  the 
'declare  ihat  divine  grace  is  given  by  it  to  those  whi 
•are  baptized.  Here  are  a  few  quotations  from  th^-* 
Fathers. 

TertuTlian  says  (De  Resurrect,  cam.  c.  8):  "  Th^-^ 
flesh  is  overshadowed  by  the  imposition  of  hand 
that  the  soul  may  be  enlightened  with  the  Spirit." 
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St.  Cyprian,  speaking  of  the  imposition  of  hands 
by  Peter  and  John,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  is  related 
in  the  Acts  viii.  14,  writes  (Ep.  73  ad.  Jubaianum): 
''Which  now  also  is  done  amongst  ns,  that  they 
who  are  baptized  in  the  Ghnrch  are  presented  to  the 
Bishops  of  the  Church,  so  that  by  our  prayer  and  im- 
position of  hands  they  may  receive  the  Holy  Ghost 
and  be  perfected  with  the  seal  of  the  Lord." 

St.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  says  (Cat.  Myst.  3):  "As 
the  bread  of  the  Eucharist  after  the  invocation  of  the 
Holy  Ghost  is  no  longer  mere  bread,  but  the  body 
of  Christy  so  likewise  this  holy  ointment,  is  no 
longer  oommon  ointment  after  the  invocation,  but 
the  gift  of  Christ  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  being 
rendered  efficient  by  the  presence  of  His  divinity 
....  When  the  body  is  anointed  with  the  visible 
ointment,  the  soul  is  justified  by  the  holy  life-giving 
Spirit." 

St.  Augustine  (contra  Litt.  Petil.  1.  2,  c.  104) 
says:  "The  Sacrament  of  chrism,  which  indeed,  in 
the  class  of  visible  seals,  is  as  sacred  as  baptism 
itseK." 

Theodoret  (in  Cant.  Cant.  c.  1,  v.  2):  "Under 
that  visible  appearance  of  ointment,  they  [the  bap- 
tized] receive  the  invisible  grace  of  the  most  holy 
Spirit." 

What  has  Dr.  Steams  been  able  to  advance 
against  these  proofs?    Not  a  single  word  from  Holy 
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Writ;  not  a  line  from  the  Fatbers;  nothing,  abso-  I  ^^* 
lately  nothing,  unless  we  would  have  to  connt  ai  I  ^^' 
something  one  objection,  which  is  remarkable  i&tilU  I  ^ 
insignificance,  and  is,  besides,  based  on  a  £alse  sappo-  " 
sition;  and  a  remark  about  a  passage  of  the  Gate* 
chism  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  luudly  aa  sagaoioiii  ^  ^ 
as  that  objection. 

In  the  first  place,  his  objection  is  not  only  insignifi-         ■  ^ 
cant  in  itseK,  but  is  also  based  on  a  false  supposi-         I  ^ 
tion.     For  clearness  sake  the  Doctor's  argument 
may  be  proposed  thus : — ^According  to  the  Gatholio 
doctrine,  a  Sacrament  must  have  its  '^  matter,''  as  well 
as  its  "  form."    But  Confirmation  has  no  "  matter ''; 
for  '^  chrism,"  which  is  said  by  Catholics  to  be  th» 
^^  matter  "  of  Confirmation,  cannot  be  acknowledged. 
as  such,  since  Tertullian  is  the  first  who  mentioni^^^ 
it.     Therefore,  Confirmation,  having  no  "  matter," 
is  not  a  Sacrament. — Here  are  the  very  words 
wliich  he  begins  his  chapter  on  Confirmation  (p.  383).. —  ^• 
" '  Confirmation,'  says  the  Archbishop,  '  is  a  Sacra-       "^ 
ment.'     If  so,  what  is  the  'matter'  of  it!      For,^"^^' 
says  the  Catechism  of  the  Council  cf  Trent  (p.  139),^^  ^v> 
'every  Sacrament    consists    of  two  things:'    the^^-^^® 
'matter,'  and  the  'form.'      Wliat,   I  say,    is   ^e^-^*^ 
'matter'   of  Confirmation?      The    'chrism,'    t.  ^.j^— '^^•^ 
'ointment,'    says    the    Catechism    (p.     184) j    Hbf^^'^^^ 
'  chrism/    echoes    the   Archbishop.     But,  unfortu — - 
nately  for  his  case,  the  echo  doesn't  reach  back  *— ^"•^^ 
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the  Apostolic  age.  The  first  writer  who  mentions 
the  ointment,  is  Tertullian,  who  wrote  at  the  end  of 
the  second  and  beginning  of  the  third  century. 
There  is  no  hint  of  it  in  any  earlier  writer." 

Now,  we  say,  in  the  first  place,  that  this  objection 
is  based  on  a  false  supposition.  For  the  Doctor's 
argument  starts  from  the  supposition,  that  the 
"  chrism,"  i.  e.j  the  "  ointment,''  is,  according  to  the 
Catholic  doctrinCy  '^  the  necessary  and  essential  mat- 
ter''  of  confirmation,  without  which  the  Sacrament 
cannot  exist : — ^this  supposition  is  false.  Were  the 
Rev.  Doctor  but  moderately  conversant  with  our 
manuals  of  Catholic  Theology,  he  would  know  very 
well  that,  although  all  Catholics  believe  as  a  doc- 
trine of  faith,  so  defined  by  the  Church,  that  Confir- 
mation conferred  by  the  laying  on  of  the  Bishop's 
hands,  unction  and  prayer,  is  a  Sacrament;  still,  all 
Catholics  do  not  believe  that  "  ointment,"  i.  e., 
"chrism,"  is  the  necessary  and  essential  matter  of 
Confirmation.  The  Church  has  not  defined  which 
of  the  sensible  signs  used  in  Confirmation,  is  the 
necessary  and  essential  matter.  Hence,  it  follows 
that  when  Dr.  Steams  objects  against  the  Chrism 
used  by  Catholic  Bishops  in  giving  confirmation, 
and  says  that  it  cannot  be  the  matter  of  the  Sac- 
rament, he  does  not  attack  a  doctrine  of  faith  defined 
by  the  Church,  but  an  opinion  commonly  received 

among  Catholic  Theologians ;  his  objection  does  not 
34* 
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ooncem  the  existence  of  the  Sacrament  of  Gonfinna' 
tton. 

Let  ns  now  examine  the  objection  in  itself,  and 
let  us  see  how  our  Bev.  Doctor  proves  that  th0 
unction  of  chrism  cannot  be  the  matter  of  the  Sacra- 
ment of  Confirmation. 

"  The  first  writer,"  says  Dr.  Steams  (p.  284), 
^'  who  mentionis  the  ointment  is  Tertullian,  who 
wrote  at  the  end  of  the  second  and  beginning  of 
the  third  century."  Suppose  this  statement  to  bd 
correct — ^for  we  waive  its  incorrectness  for  the* 
moment — suppose  it  to  be  correct ;  what  then  f  Is 
not  Tertullian  one  of  the  oldest  among  the  Fathers) 
"  He  wrote,"  you  say,  "  at  the  end  of  the  second 
century."  That  is  the  same  as  to  say,  that  he 
wrote  in  the  same  century  in  which  St.  John  the 
Evangelist  died,  in  the  same  century  in  which  so 
many  disciples  of  the  Apostles  lived,  the  edioes  of 
their  voices  sounding  full  and  loud  through  all  the 
Church.  And  could  not  a  great  man  who  lived  in 
that  age,  and  that  great  man  none  other  than  T^- 
tullian  himself,  with  his  vast  erudition  and  tower- 
ing intellect— -could  he  not,  we  ask,  alone  be  a 
sufficient  witness  of  what  the  Apostles  taught  and 
the  Church,  according  to  their  teaching,  practised 
in  giving  Confirmation  ! 

Now,  does  Tertullian  say  that  the  use  of  "  chrism  " 
was  a  novelty,  a  rite  not  used  before  f     Does  he  not> 
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on  the  contrary,  speak  of  the  ointment  and  of  the 
laying  on  of  hands  in  Goniirmation,  in  the  very  same 
Way  that  he  speaks  of  water  in  baptism,  and  of  the 
body  and  blood  of  Christ  under  the  species  of  bread 
and  wine  in  Holy  Eucharist  f  Does  he  not  ascribe 
the  grace  of  Confirmation  to  the  ^'  ointment "  t  And, 
if  so,  does  it  not  at  once  follow  that  the  Church  in 
the  second  century,  conformably  to  the  doctrine  of 
the  Apostles  and  the  institution  of  Christ,  conmdered 
the  anointing  with  chrism,  as  well  as  the  laying  on 
of  hands,  as  the  matter  of  Confirmation  Y  Tertullian's 
testimony  is,  then,  decisive  in  our  favor.  Here  are 
his  words : — "  The  flesh  is  washed,  that  the  soul  may 
be  cleansed ;  the  flesh  is  anointed^  that  the  soul  may 
be  consecrated ;  the  flesh  is  marked  (signatur),  that 
the  soul  may  be  fortified ;  the  flesh  is  overshadowed 
by  the  imposition  qfhandsy  that  the  soul  may  be  en* 
lightened  with  the  Spirit ;  the  flesh  is  fed  with  the 
body  and  blood  of  Christ,  that  the  soul  may  be 
nourished  with  God "  (De  Resur.  cam.  c.  6). 
And  in  another  place  he  says:  ^'  The  unction  flows 
over  the  flesh,  but  it  exercises  its  virtue  on  the 
Spirit,  just  as  the  spiritual  effect  of  the  bodily  act  of 
baptism,  namely,  that  we  are  immersed  in  water,  is 
that  wo  are  freed  from  our  sins  "  (De  Bapt.  c.  7). 

But  that  TertuUian  was  the^rs^  writer  who  men- 
tioned the  ointment,  as  Dr.  Steams  asserts,  seems 
also  to  be  incorrect.     For,  not  to  speak  of  the  pas- 
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sage  of  Thieophilus  (Lib.  1.  ad  Autol.  c.  12.)  where 
lie  says  that  the  Christians  are  '^  anointed  with  the 
oil  of  God ; "  a  very  probable  allusion  to  the  "  unction '' 
of  Confirmation  is  to  be  found  in  the  Archbishop's 
quotation  from  St.  Paul  (II.  Cor.  i.  21):  "He  that 
confirmeth  us  with  you  in  Christy  and  that  hath  an- 
ointed US;  is  God;  who  also  hath  sealed  us,  and  given 
the  pledge  of  the  Spirit  in  our  hearts."  With  this 
text  before  us^  it  would  be  rash  to  make  the  sweep- 
ing assertion  that  Tertullian  was  the  first  to  men- 
tion the  ointment. 

However,  Dr.  Steams  has  an  answer  to  that  text. 
He  thinks  that  "it  is  enough  to  reply  to  this,  that  if 
the  anointing  is  literal,  the  sealing  must  be  also }  as 
when  we  impress  a  seal  on  wax,  or  on  paper,  and 
thereby  make  a  permanent  visible  mark,  which  the 
Archbishop,  I  presume,  will  hardly  maintain"  (p. 
284).  Maintain  what?  That  the  sealing  is  literal? 
Of  course  he  will,  and  of  course  he  does;  but  not  so 
as  to  subscribe  to  Dr.  Stearns's  extraordinary  dis- 
covery that  literal  means  the  same  thing  as  perma- 
nently visible.  The  Archbishop  maintains  that  the 
sealing  is  literal,  inasmuch  as  in  Confirmation  a 
"character,"  that  is  to  say,  a  lasting  spiritual  sign, 
is  impressed  not  indeed  upon  the  body,  but  upon  the 
soul.     This  is  the  Catholic  teaching. 

We  might  go  on  adding  the  testimony  of  many 
other  Fathers  who  speak  as  Tertullian  of  the  holy 
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clirism  ^  but  the  quotations  we  have  already  given 
will  satisfy  all  those,  who  are  willing  to  embrace  the 
truth  with  a  ready  heart.  If  any  more  were  desired, 
we  would  recall  to  mind  the  words  of  the  Council  of 
Oarthage,  A.D.  255,  which  was  held  under  St. 
Cyprian.  In  its  synodic  letter  we  read: — ^'It  is 
necessary  that  he  who  is  baptized  should  also  be 
anointed,  that  having  received  the  chrism,  that  is  the 
unction,  he  may  be  the  anointed  of  God  and  have 
in  himseK  the  grace  of  Christ."  Again,  the  Council 
of  Laodicea,  about  the  year  363,  says  (can.  48): 
"The  baptized  ought,  after  baptism,  to  become  par- 
takers also  of  the  heavenly  chrism  and  of  the  king- 
dom of  Christ." — ^And  in  the  same  century,  St. 
Padanus  wrote  (Serm.  de  bapt.):  "By  the  laver  sins 
are  washed  away,  by  chrism  the  Holy  Spirit  is  in- 
fused."— ^These  quotations  clearly  evince  the  doctrine 
of  the  Church  in  her  earliest  centuries,  when  even 
Protestants  would  not  deny  that  she  was  the  pure 
and  uncorrupted  Church  of  Christ. 

We  must  now  cast  a  glance  at  the  Doctor's  treat- 
ment of  a  passage  of  the  Catechism  of  the  Council 
of  Trent.  His  words  are  as  follows  (p.  284): 
"  The  Catediism  qf  the  Cotmcil  of  Trent  goes 
further  back  than  the  Archbishop,  even  to  our 
Lord  himself.  '  The-chrism,'  it  says  (p.  185),  '  is 
consecrated  with  solemn  ceremonies,  by  the  Bishop. 
That  this  solemn  consecration  is    in  accordance 
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with  tlie  instruotions  of  our  Lord,  when  at  bis  last 
supper  lie  committed  to  Ids  Apostles  the  manner 
of  making  chrism  [to  wit,  by  mixing  'oil  and 
balsam/  and  '  solemnly  consecrating  them  by  Epis- 
copal benediction/  Catechism^  p.  185],  we  learn 
from  Pope  Fabian.'  ^  Where  did  the  Rev.  Doctor 
read  these  words?  Not,  surely,  in  the  Catechism; 
for  there  the  sentence  runs  thus :  '^  Quod  autem  ea 
sit  hujus  sacramenti  materia  [sc:  chrisma],  cum 
sancta  Ecclesia  et  Concilia  docuerunt,  tum  a  sancto 
Dionysio  ct  compluribus  aliis  gravissimis  Patribus 
traditum  est,  in  primisque  a  Fabiano  Pontifice,  qui 
Apostolos  chrismatis  confectionem  a  Domino  ac- 
cepisse  nobisque  reliquisse  testatus  est."  Evidently, 
the  Doctor's  English  does  not  square  with  this 
Latin.  In  the  English  version  of  the  Catechism 
by  Rev.  J.  Donovan,  we  have  the  following  correct 
rendering :  "  That  such  [i.  e.,  chrism]  is  its  matter 
the  Church  and  her  Councils  have  uniformly  taught ; 
and  the  same  doctrine  has  been  handed  down  to 
us  by  St.  Denis,  and  by  many  other  Fathers  of 
authority  too  great  to  be  questioned,  particularly 
by  Pope  Fabian,  who  testifies  that  the  Apostles 
received  the  composition  of  chrism  from  our  Lord, 
and  transmitted  it  to  us." 

We  leave  it  to  the  judicious  leader  to  compare  this 
genuine  text  wdth  the  words  quoted  by  the  Doctor. 
Let  him  ask  himself  whether  this  is  a  case  of  garb- 
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ling,  or  rather  of  actual  falsification.  We  on  our 
part  only  ask,  wby  the  Doctor  suppressed  the  declara- 
tion of  the  Catechism,  that  "the  Church  and  her 
Councils,  and  many  Fathers,  have  uniformly  taught 
that  chrism  is  the  matter  of  confirmation, ''  without 
saying,  however,  much  less  defining j  that  it  is  the* 
only  essential  matter  of  the  Sacrament. — ^Again,  the 
Catechism  says:  "Pope  Fabian  testifies  that  the 
Apostles  received  the  composition  of  chrism  from  our 
Lord."  Why  does  the  Doctor  change  this  sentence, 
and  make  the  Catechism  say  that  Fabian  attests  the 
solemn  consecration  of  chrism  to  be  "in  accordance 
with  the  instructions  of  our  Lord,  when  at  his  last  sup- 
per he  committed  to  his  Apostles  the  manner  of  making 
chrism^' f  Why,  but  to  shape  it  for  a  purpose?  Why, 
but  to  be  able  to  get  off"  this  piece  of  jeering  raillery! 
(p.  284.)  "Of  course.  Pope  Fabian  was  there, 
and  heard  our  Lord  give  the  instructions?  Well,  no ! 
not  quite  that:  there's  a  'little  space'  between  them; 
a  matter  of  some  two  hundred  and  three  years  or  so, 
between  them ;  for  Fabian  was  Pope  from  236  to  250." 
— ^A  worthy  piece  of  sarcasm,  and  highly  complimen- 
tary to  the  intelligence  of  his  readers !  As  if  we  were 
so  dull  as  to  believe  that  a  writer  cannot  relate  what 
happened  two  hundred  and  many  more  years  before 
his  time,  or  cannot  give  evidence  of  a  fact,  when 
he  has  it  from  reliable  sources  or  unbroken  tradition. 
Still,  the  letter  of  Pope  Fabian  is  spurious.     Yes^ 
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we  grant  it.  *  The  Doctor  may  keep  it.  We  have 
proved  that ''  chrism ''  is  the  matter  of  Confirmation, 
from  many  authentic  wiitings  of  the  Fathers,  to 
which  the  Catechism  refers  the  student  of  theology. 

But  why  did  the  Catechism  cite  the  authority  of 
that  spurious  letter  f  Because  at  the  time  of  its  pub- 
lication, A.D.  1565,  Pope  Fabian's  letter  was  con- 
sidered genuine.  The  Doctor,  therefore,  is  only 
making'  a  gratuitous,  though  a  very  mischievous, 
assertion  when  he  says :  ^'  All  these  pretended  letters 
of  the  early  Popes  had  been  proved  to  be  spurious 
before  the  publication  of  the  Catechism  qfihe  CouncU 
qfTrentP  This  is  false.  Those  letters  were  not 
proved  to  be  spurious  until  Vmg  after  the  publi- 
cation of  the  Catechism,  and  the  credit  of  making 
the  discovery  is  chiefly  due  to  the  erudition  and  re- 
searches of  loyal  sons  of  the  Catholic  Chiuxsh.  Car- 
dinal de  Cusa  was  among  the  first,  in  the  15th  century, 
who  "began  to  doubt  the  authenticity  of  some  docu- 
ments published  in  the  collection  of  the  "Pseudo 
Isidore;"  and  it  was  only  in  the  18th  century  that 
the  two  Ballerinis,  Catholic  priests  of  Verona,  at 
length  proved  a  number  of  documents  to  be  spiuious, 
which  even  the  Protestant  Blondel  had  not  hesitated 
to  admit  as  genuine. 

These  are  the  facts  in  the  case  : — ^Pope  Fabian's 
letter  was  proved  to  be  spmious  long  after  the  publi- 
cation of  the  Catechism.     Yet  the  Doctor  knows 
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IfetteX)  and  even  goes  so  far  asi  to  assert  that  it  was 
forced.  But  perhaps  he  m\%\,w^  forged  for  spurious^ 
just  as  1^  while  ago  he  took  literal  to  mean  the  same 
thing  as  visible.  At  any  rate^  we  de^  him  to  prove 
the  forgery. 

Doctor  Steams  conclude^  his  comments  on  the 
foisted  passage  of  the  Catechism  thus  :  ''  The 
Catechism  ought,  therefore,  to  be  ashamed  of  itself 
for  attempting  to  father  such  ineSably  silly  stuff  upon 
Pope  Fabian,  who  was  a  man  of  sense,  and,  as  the 
Catechism  truly  says,  eminently  distinguished  by 
his  sanctity,  and  by  the  glory  of  martyrdom,"  Does 
it  look  well  for  the  guiHty  to  reprimand  the  in* 
nocentt 


CHAPTER  XXII. 

THE   HOLT  EUCHARIST. 

Whek  in  the  eleventh  century  Berengarius,  Arch- 
deacon of  Poitiers,  uttered  the  blasphemous  words, 
iei«choed  by  Dr.  Steams,  that  the  body  and  blood  of 
our  Lord  are  not  tmly  and  substantially  in  the  Holy 
Enchanst,  bread  and  wine  still  remaining  bread  and 
wine  after  the  consecration,  one  of  the  greatest  lights 
of  the  English  [Catholic]  Church,  blessed  Lanfranc, 

Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  thus  addressed  him  :  ^^  If 
35 
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what  you  betieve  and  set  forth  respectmg  the  body 
of  Christ  is  tme,  what  is  believed  and  set  forth  on 
the  same  subject  by  the  Church  all  over  the  earth  is 
false.  For  all  who  rejoice  to  be  and  to  be  called 
Christians,  boast  that  in  this  Sacrament  they  receive 
the  true  flesh  of  Christ  and  His  true  blood,  both  de- 
rived from  the  Virgin.  Ask  all  those  who  have 
received  some  knowledge  of  our  Latin  language  and 
literature.  Ask  the  Greeks,  the  Armenians^  or  any 
Christian  men  whatsoever  of  every  nation.  With 
one  accord  they  testify  that  they  hold  this  belief 
Moreover,  if  the  faith  of  the  universal  Church  is  false, 
either  the  Catholic  Church  never  was,  or  it  has  per- 
ished. For  nothing  is  more  effective  for  the  ruin  of 
souls  than  pernicious  error.  But  no  Catholic  will 
admit  that  the  Church  did  not  exist  or  that  it  has 
perished."     (Lib.  de  Corp.  et  Sang.  Dom.  c.  22.) 

We  might  address  these  very  words  to  the  theolo- 
gian of  Easton,  allow  their  energy  to  settle  the  ques- 
tion with  him,  and  so  pass  on  to  another  subject 
But  for  the  greater  glory  of  Him  who  is  always  pres- 
ent among  us  in  the  Sacrament  of  His  love,  we  are 
willing  to  examine  what  the  Rev.  Doctor  can  oppose 
to  the  arguments  of  the  Archbishop  in  favor  of  the 
Catholic  doctrine  of  the  real  and  substantial  presence 
of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  in  the  Holy  Eucha- 
rist. The  evidence  of  those  arguments  will  shine 
forth  the  brighter  when  confronted  with  the  objections. 
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Tlie  Archbisliop  first  demonstrates  the  Real  Pres- 
ence from  the  words  by  which  Christ  promised  it. 
They  are  recorded  in  St.  John's  Gospel,  vi.  51, 
52 :  "I  am  the  living  bread  which  came  down  from 
heaven.  If  any  man  eat  of  this  bread  he  shall  live 
forever  :*  and  the  bread  that  I  will  give,  is  my  flesh 
for  the  life  of  the  world."  In  the  Protestant  version 
these  last  words  are  rendered :  '^  and  the  bread-  that 
I  will  give  is  my  flesh,  which  I  will  give  for  the  life 
of  the  \^iorld.''  St.  John's  narrative  continues  (vs. 
53-56) :  "  The  Jews,  therefore,  strove  among  them- 
selves. Buying :  How  can  this  man  give  us  his  flesh 
to  eat  Y  Then  Jesus  said  to  them :  Amen,  amen,  I 
say  unto  you:  Unless  you  eat  the  flesh  of  the  Son 
of  Man,  and  drink  His  blood,  ye  shall  not  have 
(Prot.  version,  ^  ye  have  no ')  life  in  you.  He  that 
(Prot.  vers.  '  whoso ')  eateth  my  flesh  and  drink eth 
my  blood,  hath  life  everlasting :  and  I  will  raise 
him  up  on  the  last  day.  For  my  flesh  is  meat  indeed; 
and  my  blood  is  drink  indeed.'' 

Now  are  these  words  of  our  Lord  to  be  taken  in 
their  obvious  and  natural  sense  f  Does  he  speak  of 
a  real  eating  and  drinking,  by  which  his  faithful 
will  indeed  receive  in  their  mouths  his  very  flesh  and 
his  very  blood! 

This  is  what  Catholics  believe,  for  those  who  were 
listening  to  these  words  could  not  and  did  not  under- 
stand them  otherwise }  and  if  they  had  a  different 
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meaning,  our  Lord  would  doubtless  liave  explained  it, 
and  corrected  the  misapprehension  of  his  hearefs. 
That  they  had  to  understand  his  words  to  mean  a 
real  and  corporal  eating  and  drinking  of  His  fimh 
and  blood  is  manifest;  because  that  was  their  proper 
meaning ;  and  metaphorically,  the  expression  eating 
B,  per son^s  flesh  had  no  other  meaning  but  that  of  do- 
ing a  grievous  injury  to  him,  especially  by  calumny; 
which  sense  EQs  hearers  could  not  have  supposed  to 
be  intended  by  our  Divine  Savioitt. 

That  our  Lord's  hearers  tmderstood  his  words  to 
mean  the  real  and  corporal  eating  and  drinking  of. 
His  flesh  and  blood,  is  so  clearly  stated  in  the  Gos- 
pel narrative,  that  it  is  granted  by  the  author  of  "th^ 
faith  of  our  Forefathers." 

No  demonstration  is  needed  to  show  that  our  Lord — 
would  hare  corrected   the  misapprehension  of  his- 
words,  if  his  audience  had  made  a  mistake  with  re-— 
gard  to  the  corporal  eating  and  drinking  of  His  flesh 
and  blood  j  and  therefore  it  is  evident  that  Ho 
mean  the  real  and  corporal  eating  and  drinking  of^ 
His  flesh  and  blood. 

But,  says  our  opponent  (p.  28lf) :  "  Our  Lord  duT^ 
correct  their  misapprehension  in  this  very  discourse; 
and  St.  John,  who  recorded  the  misappreh^ision, 
has  recorded  also  ihe  correction  of  it.'' 

Is  it  thus  you  read  the  Bible,  Rev.  Doctor  !     It  is, 
indeed,  an  affecting  spectacle  to  see  our  Saviour's 


THE  HOLT  EUCHARIST.  413 

confirmation  of  the  real  and  corporal  eating  and 
drinking  of  His  flesh  and  blood,  so  understood  by 
His  hearerS;  distorted  into  a  correction  of  the  same 
meaning. 

As  soon  as  onr  Saviour  had  said  '^the  bread  that 
I  will  give,  is  my  flesh  for  the  life  of  the  world," 
the  Jews  as  St.  John  (v.  53)  records,  taking  these 
words  in  their  literal  sense,  "strove  among  them- 
selves, saying:  How  can  this  man  give  us  his 
flesh  to  eatf  Then  our  Lord,  far  from  correct- 
ing their  interpretation,  presently  confirmed  it  by 
the  most  emphatic  affirmation  (v.  54):  "  Then  Jesus 
s^d  to  them :  Amen,  amen,  I  say  unto  you :  Unless 
you  eat  the  flesh  of  the  Son  of  Man  and  drink  His 
blood,  you  shall  not  have  life  in  you."  And  He  pro- 
ceeds (v.  55-57)  to  inculcate  the  same  truth  by  re- 
vealing the  wonderful  effects  of  that  eating  and 
drinking :  "  He  that  eateth  my  flesh  and  drinketh  my 
blood,  hath  everlasting  life:  and  I  will  raise  him  up 
at  the  last  day.  For  my  flesh  is  meat  indeed :  and 
my  blood  is  drink  indeed.  He  that  eateth  my  flesh 
and  drinketh  my  blood  abideth  (Protest,  vers.  ^dweUr 
eth^)  in  me,  and  I  in  him.'' 

But  the  correction  of  the  misapprehension  comes 
after,  says  Dr.  Steams,  for  we  read  in  the  Protestant 
version  (vv.  60-63):  "Many  therefore  of  his  disciples, 
when  they  had  heard  this,  said.  This  is  an  hard  say- 
ing; who  can  hear  it?  When  Jesus  knew  in  himself 
35* 
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that  his  disciples  munnared  at  it,  he  said  unto  them. 
Doth  this  offend  youY  What  and  if  ye  shall  see  the 
Son  of  Man  ascend  up  where  he  was  before?  It  is 
the  spirit  that  quickeneth;  the  flesh  profiteth  noth- 
ing; the  words  that  I  speak  onto  yott^  they  are  spirit 
and  they  are  life.'^ 

What  blindness  to  take  these  words  as  a  correction 
of  the  meaning  of  the  real  and  corporal  eating  and 
drinking  of  our  Lord's  flesh  and  bloody  when  they 
are  a  fresh  and  most  evident  oonfirmation  of  it !  Does 
not  the  Doctor  see  that  our  Lord  does  not  say  to 
the  disciples  who  had  murmured :  There  is  no  reason 
to  take  offence  at  my  Words.  I  do  not  mean  thai 
you  have  indeed  to  eat  my  flesh  and  drink  my  blood; 
but  I  mean  that  you  have  to  believe  in  me  and  be« 
lieve  in  my  passion  and  death?— No,  He  does  not  say 
that,  as  any  unprejudiced  mind  will  allow  i  but  He 
remarks  instead :  If  now  you  are  scandalized  at  my 
words  and  find  it  hard  to  believe  that  I  will  give  yoU 
my  flesh  to  eat  ^nd  my  blood  to  drink,  what  will  you 
say  and  how  much  harder  will  it  be  for  you  to  believe 
it,  when  you  will  see  me  ascend  up  to  heaven  5  for 
if  it  is  hard  to  believe  that  you  can  eat  the  flesh  and 
drink  the  blood  of  a  man  whom  you  see  and  who  is 
with  you  on  earth,  much  harder  will  it  be  to  believe, 
when  he  is  no  longer  living  on  earth,  but  in  hea- 
ven.— ^And  still  this  you  must  believe;  do  not  listen 
to  natural  and  carnal  considerations,  for  the  flesh 
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proiiteth  nothing— but  believe  in  my  words  and  you 
shall  find  life  in  them,  for  ^'it  is  the  spirit  that 
quickeneth/'  and  '^  the  words  that  I  speak  unto  you^ 
they  are  spirit  and  they  are  life." 

It  is  plain  enough  that  the  very  words  quoted  by 
Dr.  Steams  ofifer  a  fresh  confirmation  of  the  doctrine. 

Tke  EYangelist  continues  his  narrative  (vv.  67- 
69):  ^' After  this  many  <^  his  disciples  went  back; 
and  walked  no  more  widi  him.  Then  Jesus  said  to 
the  twelve :  Will  you  also  go  away  ?  and  Simon 
Peter  answered  him  i  Lord,  to  whom  shall  we  go  f 
Thou  hast  the  words  of  eternal  life.*'  We  Catholics 
repeat  the  words  of  the  prince  of  the  Apostles,  and 
enlightened  by  faith  from  above,  we  believe  the  real 
presence  of  Christ  in  the  blessed  Sacrament  of  tke 
Eucharist,  and  go  to  Him  who  has  the  words  of 
eternal  life. 

On  the  eve  of  His  passion,  at  His  last  supper, 
"Jesus  took  bread,  and  blessed  and  broke  and  gave 
to  His  disciples,  and  said :  Take  ye  and  eat.  This 
is  my  body.  And  taking  the  chalice,  he  gave 
thanks,  and  gave  to  them,  saying :  Drink  ye  all  of 
this,  for  this  is  my  blood  of  the  New  Testament, 
which  shall  be  shed  for  many  unto  the  remission  of 
shis.*'  This  account  from  St.  Matthew  (xxvi.  26-28) 
is  also  given  by  St.  Mark  (xiv.  22-25)  and  St. 
Luke  (xxii.  l4r-20),  as  well  as  by  St.  Paul  in  his 
first  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians  (xi.  23-25). 
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By  the  words  just  quoted,  our  Lord  gave  to  His 
disciples,  in  fulfilment  of  the  promise  He  had  made 
to  them,  His  body  to  eat  and  His  blood  to  drink  under 
the  accidents  (size,  color,  form,  etc.)  of  bread  and 
wine;  for  in  what  he  gave  to  eat  and  drink,  the  dis- 
ciples saw  the  same  appearance  of  bread  and  wine 
which  they  had  seen  before,  and  they  knew  by  the 
words  of  their  divine  Master  that  what  seemed  to  be 
bread  was  really  His  body,  and  what  seemed  to  be 
wine  was  really  His  blood. 

This  is  the  Catholic  understanding  of  our  Saviour's 
words ;  and  in  obedience  to  His  subsequent  com- 
mand :  ^^  Do  this  for  a  commemoration  of  me  "  (Luke 
xxii.  19,  I.  Cor.  xi,  25)^  the  body  and  blood  of  our 
Divine  Redeemer,  in  the  Sacrament  of  the  Holy 
Eucharist,  are  consecrate  by  those  who  have  received 
the  order  of  priesthood. 

This  Dr.  Steams  is  unwilling  to  accept,  and  he 
holds  (p.  288)  that  our  Lord  gave  His  body  and 
blood  to  His  disciples  figuratively,  not  in  reality,  for 
^*  our  Lord  took  it  for  granted  that  His  disciples  being 
WOXi  of  common  sense,  would  not  dream  that  He  meant 
Vtv  Ihis  is  my  hodyj  this  is  transubstantiated  into  my 

$^^  Uio  Apostles,  in  order  to  be  considered  men  of 

s)^<f^^#^^    sense,  had  to   discontinue    understanding 

^^<^^|^  ^vtmling  to  their  real  meaning !     And  when 

^\y  ^v<^l  from  the  lips  of  their  Onmipotent  Master, 
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"Wliain  tbey  bad  seen  change  water  into  wine,  and 
multiply  the  loaves  and  fishes,  and  show  by  innn- 
tnerable  wonders.  His  absolute  dominion  over  all 
created  things;  when  they  heard,  in  fulfilment  of  the 
promise  of  giving  them  His  flesh  to  eat,  "This  is  my 
body,"  they  had  to  understand,  this  is  not  my  body, 
for  it  was  only  bread  giv&a  as  an  image  of  His  body, 
and  not  His  body.  In  any  other  matter  than  religion 
such  criticism  would  travel  under  the  name  of  ab* 
surdity.  Probe  a  little  deeper,  and  you  find  that 
according  to  the  Rev.  Dr.  Steams,  Christ,  instead  of 
speaking  plainly  to  his  disciples  at  the  very  moment 
of  the  institution  of  His  Sacrament  of  love,  would 
have  used  a  figurative  expression,  which  our  sepa^ 
rated  brethren  have  endeavored  to  explain  in  no  less 
than  two  hundred  different  ways. 

But  our  Rev.  opponent  says:  There  are  many 
metaphorical  fcnms  used  in  common  language  and  in 
Holy  Writ  J  why  then  cannot  these  words,  "  This  is 
my  body,"  be  taken  as  a  similar  metaphorical  ex- 
pression, to  mean,  this  is  the  figure,  the  representa- 
tion of  my  body! 

The  reason  is  plain,  because  in  the  use  of  figura- 
tive language  certain  necessary  rules,  always 
observed  among  men  and  respected  by  the  inspired 
writers,  forbid  us  to  take  the  words  "  This  is  my 
body  "  in  a  figurative  sense. 

These  rules  may  be    summed  up  thus:     When 
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that  which  is  mentioned  is  neither  by  its  own  nattue, 
by  custom,  nor  by  previous  warning  taiken  iiguratively 
as  a  sign  of  something  else,  it  can  not  be  understood 
in  a  figurative  sense.  On  the  other  hand,  when  we 
speak  of  something  which  naturally  or  by  common  or 
private  understanding  is  metaphorically  taken  as  » 
sign,  and  when,  over  and  above,  we  make  othen 
understand  that  we  ^peaJc  cf  it  figuratively^  then  it 
must  not  be  taken  in  its  proper  meaning  but  in  a 
figurative  sense,  as  the  sign  of  another  object. 

Let  us  illustrate  this  rule  for  the  Chaplain.  In 
pointing  out,  for  instance,  a  painting,  a  statue  or  an 
engraving,  we  say  "This  is  Washington,''  and  every- 
body understands  that  we  mean  "  this  is  his  image  j** 
and  that  we  cannot  mean  anything  else,  unless  we 
are  oddly  pated.  Likewise,  when  we  say  to  some- 
body "  take  the  cup  and  drink,''  we  mean,  and  he 
understands  us  to  mean,  that  he  should  drink,  not  the 
cup,  but  the  liquid  which  it  contains. 

On  the  other  hand,  suppose  that  a  man  points  to  a 
morsel  of  bread  and  says  to  another,  "  This  is  Thomas 
Aquinas,"  meaning  that  St,  Thomas  gives  us  the 
wholesome  food  of  his  doctrine  ]  no  one  would  under- 
stand him,  and  he  must  have  "a  plentiful  lack  of 
wit "  who  should  suppose  that  anybody  could. 

Now,  applying  this  rule  to  our  present  subject :  as 
bread  is  not  by  itself,  nor  was  it  by  previous  institu- 
tion, a  sign  of  Christ's  body,  the  Apostles  could  not 
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take  our  Saviour's  words,  "This  is  my  body"  to 
mean  in  a  figurative  sense,  "  this  is  the  sign  of  my 
body,  the  figure  of  my  body,''  but  they  must  neces- 
sarily have  ta^en  them  in  their  proper  sense,  as 
meaning  "  This  is  indeed  my  body." 

On  the  contrary,  when  St.  Paul  says,  in  the  first 
Epistle  to  the  Corinthians  (xi.  21) :  "  Drink  the 
chalice  "  (or  cup),  everybody  must  understand  that 
he  speaks  of  drinking  the  contents  of  the  drinking 
vessel,  not  the  vessel  itself;  for  such  an  expression 
has  been  used  and  understood  in  that  sense  from  the 
time  when  men  first  began  to  use  drinking  vessels. 

Again,  when  we  read  in  the  Apocalypse  (i.  20) 
"the  seven  candlesticks  are  the  seven  Churches," 
eveiy  man  who  has  a  spark  of  reason  or  "the 
twentieth  part  of  one  poor  scruple  "  of  common  sense, 
must  understand  that  the  candlesticks  are  the  sym- 
bols of  the  seven  Churches;  for  there  in  the  same 
chapter  it  is  said  that "  the  Son  of  man,"  Christ,  was 
giving  St.  John  the  explanation  (mark  that)  of  the 
vision  of  the  seven  candlesticks,  and  that  St.  John 
had  to  write  to  the  seven  Churches,  which,  in  a  vision, 
were  represented  as  seven  candlesticks,  the  revela- 
tions of  the  Lord,  "  I  was  in  the  spirit  on  the  Lord's 
day,''  says  St.  John  (Apoc.  i.  10),  "and  heard  be- 
hind me  a  great  voice  as  of  a  trumpet,  saying : 
What  thou  seest,  write  in  a  book ;  and  send  to  the 
seven  Churches  which  are  in  Asia,  to  Ephesus,  and 
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to  Smyrna^  and  to  PergamuSy  and  to  Thyatira,  and 
to  Sardisy  and  to  Philadelpbiai  and  to  Laodicea* 
And  I  turned  to  see  the  voice  that  spoke  with  me; 
and  being  tamed,  I  saw  seven  golden  candlesticks. 
And  in  the  midst  of  the  seven  golden  candlestickS| 

one  like  to  the  Son  of  man and  He  had  in  His 

right  hand  seven  stars (w.  17^20);  and  when 

I  had  seen  Him,  I  fell  at  His  £eet  as  dead.  And  He 
laid  his  right  hand  npon  me,  saying :  Fear  not^  I 
am  the  first  and  the  last,  and  alive  and  was  dead; 
and  behold  I  am  living  for  ever  and  ever,  and  have 
the  keys  of  death  and  of  hell.  Write,  therefore,  tluQ 
things  which  thou  ha^t  seen,  and  which  are,  and 
which  must  be  done  hereafter.  The  nvystery  of  the 
seven  star^  which  thou  sawest  in  my  right  hand,  and 
the  seven  golden  candlesticks :  the  seven  stars  are 
the  angels  of  the  seven  Churches ;  and  the  seven 
candlesticks  axe  the  seven  Churches." 

But  our  Bev.  opponent  has  another  objection  against 
the  doctrine  of  the  real  presence  of  our  Lord  in  the 
Blessed  Eucharist;  and  he  draws  his  objection — 
strange  to  say— from  the  words  of  a  celebrated  Cath- 
olic preacher,  the  famous  Dominican  Friar,  Lacordaire* 
He  said  in  one  of  his  Conferences :  "What  have  you 
seen  in  that  which  you  call  a*  body  t  Cei-tain  properties 
T-size,  weight,  color,  form ;  but  the  substance,  that 
which  is  underneath,  I  tell  you  that  you  have  not  seen 
it,  ...  .  and  yet  you  believe  in  the  existence  of 
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bodies,  jtra  believe  in  it  firmly,  a^d  yea  do  wdl,  be- 
cause in  tbe  phenfHnena  yoa  have  suffident  reason  for 
00  doing*^ 

Kow,  says  Di.  Steams,  taMng^  tbese  words  113  my 
guide,  I  infer  tliat  ^^  Wben  we  see  on  the  altar, .... 
after  tbe  consecration  of  tbe  elements,  exactly  wbat 
we  saw  before— ^neither  more  nor  less — to  wit,  tbe  pbe- 
oomena,  i  e*  accidents-^size,  color,  form— K>f  tbe 
bodies,  bread  and  wine,  tbesigbtof  theseacddentsof 
Ibe bodies  is  'onr  sufficient  reason'  lor  'believing 
finoly'  in  tbe  substance  of  tbese  bodies;  not  in  the 
fttbstance  of  some  other  body  or  be£eS;  that  has  taken 
ttiOT  place"  (p.  299). 

What  our  Doctor  siq^s  would  be  an  excellent  argn- 
Dtumjt^  it  it  were  only  true,  and  not  at  variance  with 
aU  the  rales  of  logiCi.  He  had  neglected  to  observe 
that  Father  Laoordaire  was  speakmg  of  what  takes 
pJace  in  the  nalm^  order j  when  weperorivethe  ex- 
istence of  bodies  according  to  natwol  laws,  and  by 
the  sole  ligfit  qf  natural  reason.  Hence  his  words 
cannot  be  applied  to  the  mystery  of  the  Holy  Eueha- 
3rist,  where  by  at^pernaturcH  action  the  almighty 
power  of  Qod  has  converted  the  substance  of  bread 
and  wine  into  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  without 
changing  the  accidents  of  bread  and  wine.  This 
eonv^rslo9a  we  Jcnow^  not  by  the  light  of  reason,  but 
Vj  dmne  revelation.     No  doubt,  the  accidents  of 

tModiea  perceired  by  the  senses  are  the  natwral  signs 
36 
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of  tlie  substance  whioby  aocording  to  fkxtural  lawSj 
nnderlies  tbem;  tberofore,  wben  after  tbe  words  of 
consecration  we  see  on  tbe  altar  tbe  same  accidents  of 
bread  and  wine  as  before,  we  say  tbat  tbere,  under 
tbose  accidents,  according  to  natural  latVy  tbere  sbould 
be  tbe  substance  of  bread  and  winej  but  tve  believe 
tbat  tbat  sub^tance  is  no  longer  tbere,  and  tbat  it  bas 
been  converted  into  tbe  body  and  blood  of  Cbrist,  on 
the  authority  of  the  revelation  made  to  us  by  our  Lord 
wben  be  said:  "Tbis  is  my  body  5  tbis  is  my  blood." 

Tbus  it  is  tbat  in  tbe  Holy  Eucbarist,  tbe  mystery 
of  trutb,  tbere  is  no  deception;  for  tbe  senses  truly 
perceive  tbe  only  tbing  wbicb  tbey  are  capable  of 
perceiving,  tbe  only  tbing  wbicb  is  capable  of  being 
perceived,  tbat  is  tbe  accidents  of  size,  weigbt,  color 
and  tbe  like;  and  tbe  understanding,  by  faitb  in  tbe 
words  of  Cbrist,  is  prevented  from  being  deceived  by 
judging  tbat  undemeatb  tbe  accidents  of  bread  and 
wine  tbere  is  still  tbe  substance  of  bread  and  wine. 

After  tbis  explanation  every  one  can  see  wbat  a 
yeasty  foam  tbere  is  about  tbe  remark  wbicb  Dr. 
Steams  makes  in  tbis  connection,  tbat  'Hbe  Koman 
doctrine  of  transubstantiation  strikes  at  tbe  founda- 
tion of  all  confidence  in  tbe  value  of  buman  testi- 
mon/'  (p.  299). 

Does  be  admit  tbat  tbe  doctrine  of  miracles  strikes 
at  tbe  foundation  of  natural  laws?  tbat  tbe  doctrine 
of  revelation  of  supernatural  trutbs  strikes  at  tbe 
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foundation  of  natural  knowledge  by  the  light  of 
reason?  If  not,  v/hy  does  he  deny  that  we  can 
know  by  revelation  that  God  in  His  poorer  has  con- 
verted the  substance  of  bread  and  wine,  which  was 
naturally  required  under  the  accidents,  into  the  sub- 
stance of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  ? 

But  his  purse  is  not  yet  empty,  nor  his  golden 
words  all  spent.  "Will  the  Archbishop  say,"  he 
replies,  "we  are  to  believe  in  the  substance  beneath 
the  accidents,  except  where  Jesus  Christ  (as  in  the 
case  before  us  by  saying, '  This  is  my  body  j  this  is 
my  blood')  ha^  told  us  not  to  believe  in  it?  I  an- 
swer, that  is  the  very  point  in  dispute,  whether  He 
has  so  told  us  in  so  saying"  (p.  300). 

It  is  a  comfort  for  us  to  be  able  to  agree  with 
him  in  this  particular  instance ;  but  he  must  acknowl- 
edge that  here  "he  is  hoist  by  his  own  petard," 
and  by  these  very  words  declares  as  out  of  place 
and  puerile  his  powerful  (!)  argument  drawn  from 
Fr.  Lacordaire. 

Yes,  the  point  in  dispute  is  predsely  whether 
Christ  our  Lord  has  told  us  or  not  of  the  transub- 
stantiation  of  the  bread  and  wine  into  his  body  and 
blood  at  the  moment  of  the  consecration  of  the 
Holy  Eucharist;  and  this  point  our  Most  Rev. 
Archbishop  made  good  in  his  book,  and  this  same 
point  we  have  defended  in  this  chapter  against  the 
assertions  of  the  Eeverend  "  Chaplain  "  of  Easton. 


424     THE  THUS  FAITH  OF  OUR  FOBBFATHEBS. 

This  point  will  be  confirmed  by  examining  l3te 
doctrine  of  the  Holy  Fathers  on  the  fiubject  Tlie 
Archbishop  qnoted  six  of  them,  referring  tiie  reader 
to  the  work,  "Faith  of  Catholics,"  voL  ii.,  where 
the  writings  from  which  passages  have  been  taken 
can  be  found. 

Dr.  Steams  finds  £a.T:dt  with  this  comdnet  fie 
was  not  d^oqnainted  with  those  quotations;  and  yet 
they  are  not  seldom  used  by  Catholic  theologians. 
The  work  was  ''not  accessible  to  hkn;''  yet  the 
work  has  gone  through  several  editions,  and  is  by 
no  means  a  stranger  to  Protestant  writers,  fie 
could  only  verify  the  passages  of  Ignatius  and 
Justin;  and  for  the  others  he  has  "no  means  of 
testing.'^  We  can  assure  him  that  they  are  exacHy 
quoted,  and  unfortunately  for  him,  are  to  be  found 
in  Origen,  hom.  18  in  Jerem.  n.  13;  St.  Cyril  of 
Jerusalem,  Catech.  Myst.  4  nn.  1,  2;  St.  John 
Chrysostom,  hom.  82  in  Matth.  n.  4 ;  St.  Augustine, 
Serm.  227  ad  Infantes,  de  Sacramentis,  in  die 
Pasch.  n.  1. 

Now  what  else  has  our  Doctor  to  object  to  the 
quotations  of  the  Archbishop  1  With  regard  to  St 
Ignatius  martyr,  he  acknowledges  that  the  words  are 
"correctly  quoted,^  and  he  grants  that  the  Holy 
Martyr  affirms  'Hhe  Eucharist  to  be  the  flesh  of  our 
Saviour  Jesus  Christ;''  but  he  finds  that  St.  Ignatius 
does  not  say  "whether  litwally  or  figuratively.'' 
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Wise  and  profound  observation !  When  we  say:  This 
is  a  silver  dollar,  we  do  not  say  whether  it  is  really  a 
silver  dollar,  or  a  piece  of  lead,  having  somewhat  the 
shape  of  a  silver  dollar !  Any  one  who  has  not  lost 
faith  in  human  kind,  believes  that  an  honest  man 
who  says  without  explanation,  ^  This  is  a  silver  dollar/ 
means  that  what  he  points  out  not  only  has  the  shape 
of  it,  but  is  in  reality  a  silver  dollar : — and  when 
St.  Ignatius  said  ^^  the  Eucharist  is  the  flesh  of  Jesus 
Christ,"  he  meant  that  it  was  truly  and  substantially 
his  flesh,  not  the  image  of  it 

Of  Origen  who  says  that  Christ  gives  us  his  own 
body,  and  vouchsafes  to  us  his  own  blood ;  of  St. 
Augustine  who  affirms  that  the  bread  which  you  see  on 
the  altar,  after  being  sanctified  by  the  word  of  God,  is 
the  body  of  Christ,  that  the  chalice,  after  being 
sanctified  by  the  word  of  God,  is  the  blood  of  Christ : 
our  Kev.  adversary  holds  that  they  do  not  teach 
transubstantiation.  Why?  Because  they  tell  us 
that  we  have  to  understand  the  body  and  blood 
figuratively  not  literally.  Though  their  words  do  not 
bear  out  this  meaning,  still,  he  contends,  that  they 
must  have  this  sense ;  for  Origen  in  another  Homily 
(in  Lev.  7)  remarked,  that  "  if  according  to  the  letter 
yon  follow  this  saying  (sequaris  hoc  ipsum  quod  dic- 
tum est), '  except  you  eat  my  flesh  and  drink  my  bloody^ 
Ihat  letter  killeth  /'  and  St.  Augustine  in  the  third 

)ook  of  his  Treatise  de  Boctrina  Christiana^  ch.  16th, 
36» 
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ftdmonisbes  us :  '^  nisi  mandticaveritiS;  inqtiit;  tamem 
Filii  hominis  et  sanguinem  biberitiS;  noii  habebitis 
vitam  in  vobis.  Facinus  vel  flagitium  videtur  jubere: 
ftgum  est  ergo  f  i.  e.j  "  Ho  seems  to  command  wbat 
is  criminal  or  disgmceful ;  therefore  it  is  a  figure.'^ 
0  Doctor !  yon  are  mistaken :  Origen  and  St.  Angns* 
tino  do  not  sap  that  the  words  body  and  blood  are 
to  be  understood  in  a  figurative  sense,  but  onlp  say 
that  the  manner  of  eating  and  drinking  the  flesh  and 
blood  of  Christ  is  not  to  be  understood  as  if  we 
should  eat  the  flesh  of  Christ  by  cutting  his  body 
to  pieces,  and  drink  his  blood  by  spilling  it  out  of 
his  veins.  If  the  words  of  our  Lord  be  understood 
in  thiB  sense,  "the  letter  killeth,"  for  then  ihey 
would  command  what  is  criminal — "facinus  vol 
flagitium  videntur  jubere.'' 

But  if  the  Archbishop,  continues  Dr.  Steatnd 
(p.  292),  deals  fairly  with  some  texts,  "The  passage 
from  Justin,  martyr,  is  outrageously  garbled."  This 
is  a  very  serious  charge.  How  is  it  substantiated  f 
In  this  passage  as  given  by  the  Archbishop,  some 
words  are  left  out.  Do  they  change  in  the  least  the 
meaning  of  th«  text,  with  regard  to  the  real  presence 
of  our  Lord  in  the  Blessed  Eucharist  ?  No.  What 
then  prevents  them  from  being  omitted  ? 

There  is  no  garbling  of  the  text  found  in  the 
Archbishop's  quotation.  To  show  this  to  evidence^ 
we  will  waive  all  incidental  questions  with  regard  to 
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the  translation  of  the  passage,  and  will  take  it  as 
given  in  the  "  Faith  of  our  Forefath«»."-— It  tvould 
be  very  unkind  in  the  Doctor  not  to  aceept  so  capable 
H  witness  as  Mr.  Steams.  He  informs  ns  that  the 
words  are  taken  from  the  first  Apology,  di.  86, 
whereas  they  are  fonnd  in  ch.  66^-^but  we  shall  not 
quarrel  about  trifles.  > 

"We  receive  not,"  says  St.  Justin^  "thede  ele*- 
meats  as  common  bread  or  common  drink.  But 
even  as  Jesus  Christ  our  Saviour,  being  made  flesh 
by  the  word  of  Gk>d,  had  both  flesh  and  blood  tot 
our  salvatiosn,  oven  so  we  are  taught,  that  the  food 
which  is  blessed  by  the  prayer  d  the  word  which 
came  from  Him,  by  the  conversion  of  which  our  blood 
and  flesh  are  nourished,  is  the  flesh  and  blood  of 
that  Jesus  who  was  made  flesh/' 

Now  the  meaning  of  these  words,  if  they  have  an^r 
meaning  whatever,  is  that  as  Christ  has  in  reality 
flesh  and  blood,  so  the  flesh  and  blood  of  Christ  f^ 
in  reality  in  the  Holy  Eucharist  :-^a«  the  Word  of 
God  by  his  omnipotent  power  took  to  himself  flesh 
and  blood,  so  the  omnipotent  word  of  Jesus  changes 
bread  and  wine  into  his  flesh  and  bloo^. 

The  incidental  clause  *^  by  the  conversion  of  which 
(food)  our  blood  and  flesh  are  nourished "  does  not, 
and  could  not  change  the  meaning  ]  for  these  words 
ttther  refer  to  the  common  bread  and  wine  as  they  are 
before  the  conseeiation,  or  to  the  Holy  Eucharist.    If 
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tliey  indicate  common  bread  and  wine;  the  mean- 
ing of  St.  Justin's  sentence  is  that  by  them,  converted 
into  our  flesh  and  blood,  we  are  nomished^  hut  these 
merely  present  a  physiological  truth,  which  we  readily 
admit,  and  which,  withal,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
reality  of  the  flesh  and  blood  of  Christ  in  the  Eucha- 
rist. If,  however,  we  suppose  St.  Justin  to  apeak  of 
the  Holy  Eucharist  when  he  says:  "by  the  conver- 
sion of  this  food  our  blood  and  flesh  are  nourished," 
you  fare  no  better,  since  it  cannot  be  inferred  that  be- 
sides the  accidents  of  bread  and  wine,  the  substance 
remains  in  the  Holy  Euchaiist.  For  the  accidents 
of  bread  and  wine  are  not  mere  appearances,  but 
realities,  which  remain  in  the  Holy  Eucharist,  after 
the  consecration  of  bread  and  wine,  when  the  sub- 
stance of  these  bodies  no  more  exists  beneath  their 
accidents.  Now,  these  accidents  undergo  alterations 
and  changes  by  the  action  of  physical  causes  upon 
them;  and  when  they  are  altered  as  those  of  bread 
and  wine  would  be,  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  are 
no  longer  under  them,  and  they  can  by  conversion 
nourish  our  blood  and  flesh ;  that  being  done  either 
by  the  new  rfhbstance  which  is  produced  under  the 
altered  accidents,  or  by  the  accidents  themselves, 
which  by  the  power  of  God  would  in  that  case  act 
as  a  substance.  When  our  Rev.  Doctor  with  his 
usual  magisterial  tone  says :  "  Accidents  can't  nourish 
substances/'  he  shows  once  more  his  shallow  knowl- 
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edge  ot  pbSosopliy,  and  we  refer  bim  to  St.  Thomas 
A^pdtiAfi'  Samma,  3,  p.  qnaest.  77  aa.  5  and  6,  wbete 
ke  irill  find  a  great  deal  to  learn  on  the  subject. 

fiat  even  granting  that  ^'  accidents  can't  nourish 
mbstanees^''  it  does  net  follow  that  since  our  body  can 
be  Boorifihed  by  the  Hc^y  Euchaiisty  therefore  the 
Snbetanoe  of  bread  and  wine  is  in  it }  fc»r,  as  we  have 
explained,  it  can  be  said,  that  under  the  altered  ac- 
cidents of  bread  mad  wine,  when  Christ's  body  and 
blood  are  no  more,  by  the  almighty  power  of  God, 
ttusm  IS  fcmned  a  new  substttnoe  by  which  we  are 
nourished. 

The  Arohbishep  quoted,  among  others,  St.  Gytil 
of  Jerusalem^  whose  words  are  :  ^^  He,  Himself  hav-^ 
ing  dedtared,  this  is  my  body,  who  shall  dare  to  doubt 
heneeferwajfdt  And  He  having  sMd,  this  is  my  blood, 
who  shall  ever  doubt,  saying :  this  is  not  his  blood  I 
He  once  al  Gana  turned  water  into  wine,  which  is 
akin  to  blood:  and  is  He  undeserving  of  belief 
when  He  turned  wine  into  blood  ?"  (Gatech.  Mystag* 
4).  What  will  omu  Rev.  disputant  say  to  this  evi* 
deace  1    Gould  it  be  plainer  or  more  conclusive  t 

Observe  how  he  covers  up  Ids  ingloHous  retreat  t 
'*  The  question  is  how  He  turns  wine  into  blood." 
What  does  he  mean  t  He  means  to  say  that  when 
St.  Gyril  tells  us  that  we  must  believe  the  wine  to 
be  changed  into  the  blood  of  Christ,  he  wants  us  to 
understand  that  we  must  not  believe  it. 
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"Does  He  (Christ)  torn  mue  into  blood,'^  sajs 
Dr.  Steams,  "  in  the  same  way  as  He  tamed  water 
into  wine  1  Clearly  not  3  for  He  turned  the  water 
into  something  that  did  not  before  exist,  but  He 
turns  the  wine  into  that  which  is  already  existing, 
and  has  been  for  eighteen  hundred  years  3  and  even 
Omnipotence  cannot  do  that,  literally P  Why,  pray! 
"  For  that  would  be  to  mako  wine  of  the  present 
century's  vintage  eighteen  hundred  years  old  wUhaiU 
lapse  of  time  "  (p.  296). 

Risum  teneatis  amid?  The  Kev.  gentleman 
must  have  been  dreaming  when  he  drew  that  con- 
clusion. His  wit  is  somewhat  weak  for  want  of 
healthful  exercise.  When,  by  the  words  of  Christ, 
the  priest  consecrates  wine  of  the  present  century's 
vintage,  it  does  not  become  eighteen  hundred  years 
old  without  lapse  of  time ;  but  it  ceases  to  be,  being 
turned  into  the  blood  of  Christ  as  it  is  now  in  His 
glorified  body  in  heaven.  The  conversion  of  the 
bread  into  the  body  of  Christ  is  also  wrought  by 
the  words  of  consecration ;  and  thus  it  is  that  in  the 
Holy  Eucharist  under  the  appearances  of  bread 
and  wine,  there  is  truly  and  substantially  present  the 
same  Christ  our  Lord  who  is  in  heaven. .  This  is 
what  the  Catholic  faith  teaches  us,  and  what  St. 
Cyril  clearly  stated  in  the  text  quoted  above. 

But  Dr.  Steams  is  not  yet  satisfied.  He  tries 
Ills  polemical   skill  again,   by  exhibiting  another 
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passage  from  St.  Gjnil,  against  our  interpretation  of 
the  Saint's  doctrine.  He  did  not  read  that  passage 
in  the  original  (did  he  read  all  the  others  ?) ;  but  he 
found  it  quoted  by  the  Archbishop,  and  by  Browne 
on  the  Articles,  and  "  since  the  two  agree,  substan- 
tially, he  can  rely  upon  it  as  being  accurately 
quoted''  (ib.)  Well,  what  does  St.  Cyril  say  f  We 
have  already  quoted  it,  but  a  repetition  will  do  no 
harm :  "  As  the  bread  of  the  Eucharist,  after  the  invo- 
cation of  the  Holy  Ghost,  is  no  longer  mere  bread, 
but  the  body  of  Christ ;  so  likewise  this  holy  oint- 
ment (Chrism  in  Confirmation)  is  no  longer  com- 
mon ointment  after  the  invocation,  but  the  gift  of 
Christ  and  the  Holy  Q-host,  being  rendered  efficient 
by  this  divinity." 

From  these  words  Dr.  Steams  infers :  "  From 
this  it  is  clear  that,  unless  St.  Cyril  held  the  oint- 
ment to  be  transtibstantiated  (which,  I  presume,  the 
Archbishop  will  not  claim),  he  did  not  hold  the 
bread  to  be  transubstantiated  either." 

Poor  logic  again !  Our  students  of  the  first  year 
of  philosophy  would  not  disgrace  themselves  by 
drawing  such  a  conclusion.  It  is  evident  that,  in 
order  to  compare  the  Chrism  for  Confirmation  with 
the  bread  for  the  consecration  of  the  Holy  Eucharist, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  ointment  should  be 
transubstantiated  as  the  bread  is }  but  it  is  enough 
that  it  should  become  the  gift  of  Christ,  a  true 
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Baoraineiit,  knpaFting  giace  1x>  Ae  receiver,  88  ibe 
Holy  Eucharist  does.  This  is  wbj  St  CyxU  com- 
pares tbe  ointment  to  tlie  biead.  He  saja  ''only 
this  and  nothing  more.'' 

And  now  Diat  the  Eev.  gentleman  stands  con- 
Ticted  of  doing  violenee  to  logio  and  common  sense^ 
let  us  return  to  the  first  text  of  St.  Cyril  and  give 
the  Doctor  sometihing  to  meditajtje  upon.  In  the 
same  4th  Catechetical  InstFoction  already  lefscred 
to,  the  Saint  goes  on  to  explain  the  dogma  of 
Transnbstantiation,  and  famishes  t^ia  leflecdon: 
^Wherefore  witli  the  Mlest  assurance  let  iia par- 
take as  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christy  for  in  ib« 
toim  {iv  TVTTio)  of  luread  is  given   to  thee  His 

body,  and  in  the  form  of  wine,  His  blood 

Judge  not  the  matter  according  to  the  teste,  bat 
according  to  £idih  be  assured  without  misgiying, 
^at  thou  hast  been  vouchsafed  the^  Body  and 
Blood  of  Christ  ....  and  being  folly  persuaded 
that  what  seems  bread  is  not  hread^  though  bread  to 
the  taste,  but  the  body  of  Christ;  and  ivhat  seems 
wine  is  not  wine^  though  the  taste  will  have  it  so, 
but  the  Blood  of  Christ." 

To  the  crushing  evidence  of  this  passage  we  can 
add  nothing. 

There  remains  one  more  Father  quoted  by  the 
Archbishop,  and  we  shall  see  how  fairly  he  has  been 
dealt  wxt& 
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St.  Gbiysostom  says:  ^^He  (Glirist)  delivers  to 
thee  in  things  perceptible  to  the  senses,  the  things  to 
be  apprehended  by  the  understanding.  How  many 
nowadays  say:  Would  that  we  could  look  upon 
His  (Jesus)  form.  His  raiment,  His  shoes.  Lo !  thou 
seest  Him,  touchest  Him,  eatest  Him." 

It  is  no  child's  play  to  throw  enough  dust  into  the 
reader's  eyes,  to  prevent  him  from  seeing  the  Catho- 
lic faith  evidently  stated  in  the  above.  But  Dr. 
Steams  endeavors  to  do  his  best.  This  is  the  way 
he  does  it:  ^^How,"  asks  Dr.  Steams,  ^^do  we,  ac- 
cording to  St.  Ghrysostom,  see  Him,  touch  Him,  eat 
Him?  By  the  'understanding,'  as  contradistin- 
guished from  the  '  senses.'  The  '  things  to  be  appre- 
hended by  the  understanding,'  are  the  body  and  blood 
of  our  Lord  ^  and  these,  St.  Ghrysostom  says,  are 
'delivered'  to  us  'in  things  perceptible  to  the 
senses'"  (p.  295).  Thus  far  the  gloss  ia  above 
suspicion,  for,  as  the  Saint  says,  it  is  not  by  the 
senses,  but  by  the  understanding  enlightened  by 
faith,  that  we  perceive  the  body  and  blood  of  our 
Lord  in  the  Holy  Eucharist.  But  the  lustre  of  troth 
disappears  as  the  comment  grows  apace. 

Instead  of  saying  that  these  things  perceptible  to 

the  senses,  in  which  the  body  and  blood  of  our  Lord 

are  delivered  to  us,  are  nothing  else  but  the  accidents 

of  bread  and  wine,  as  is  evident  from  the  text  of  St. 

Ghrysostom ;  he  says  that  they  are  bread  and  wine. 
37 
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This  Bhows  pretty  adroit  mampulationy  bat  logic  stif- 
fens wofally.  Any  one  who  reads  wkih  any  d^ree  of 
attention  cannot  fail  to  discover  the  iartifice;  and  he 
will  be  more  and  more  convinced  that  a  faHiae 
meaning  has  been  ^ven  to  the  words  of  the  Gk>ld6n- 
mouthed  Orator  by  reading  those  which  follow  thmi 
(Horn.  82,  in  Matth.  n.  4) :''....  Neitlier  was  it 
enough  for  Him  to  become  man,  nor  be  scourged  and 
slain,  but  He  also  commingles  Himself  with  ns,  and 
not  by  faith  only,  but  also  in  very  deed  does^He  make 
us  His  body.  ...  What  shepherd  feeds  the  sheep  with 
liis  own  limbs  ?  and  why  name  a  shepherd  t  Thece 
rare  often  mothers,  who,  after  the  pains  of  labot,  o(m- 
rsign  their  children  to  other  nurses;  but  He  suffewd 
not  this,  but  Himself  feeds  us  with  His  own 
bbod." 

To  make  his  readers  believe  that  the  glorious  Patn- 
'  arch' of  Constantinople  did  not  teach  what  CatholioB 
hold,  our  champion  of  scrupulous  exactness  in  quoting 
texts  has  recourse  to  another  unworthy  trick,  far 
worsoihan  the  previous.  He  quotes  from  St.  Chiya- 
■  ostom's  Homilies  on  St.  John  (Hom.  47,  n.  2),  as  fol- 
lows: ^^He  (Christ)  tries  to  remove  their  difficulties 
in  another  way,  as  follows :  '  It  is  the  spirit  that  quick- 
eneth,  the  flesh  profiteth  nothing:'  that  is  to  say,  you 
ought  to  interpret  my  words  in  a  spiritual  senso  j  he 
who  imderstands  them  carnally  is  profited  nothing. 
To  interprtict  carnally  is  to  take  a  proposition  in  its 


THK  HOLT  EUCHARIST.  435 

bare  literal  meaning,  and  allow  no  other  [wliicli  is 
just  what  the  Archbishop  does].  But  we  should  not 
judge  of  mysteries  in  this  way;  but  examine  them 
with,  the  inward  eye :  i.  e.  understand  them  spiritually  " 
(p.  295). 

The  Doctor  here  exhibits  another  remarkable 
specimen  of  garbling  of  texts.  Just  think  of  it. 
Between  the  first  period  of  the  quotation  and  what  fol- 
lows it,  there  are  twenty-two  lines  of  the  homily  want- 
ingb  And  what  is  omitted,  think  you  ?  Nothing 
less  than  the  most  explicit  declaration  of  the  real 
pesence  of  our  Loud  in  the  Eucharist:  for  the  Holy 
Doctor  explaining  there  these  words  of  Christ,  ^^  verba 
quae  ego  locuius  sum  vobis,  spirihts  et  vita  stmt;^^ ».  e., 
'^the  words  that  I  have  spoken  to  you  are  spirit  and 
life/'  says:  '^That  is,  they  are  divine  and  spiritual, 
they  have  nothing  carnal,  no  physical  dependence : 
they  are  free  ficom  all  such  necessity  and  above 
the  laws  of  nature :  but  they  have  another  and  un- 
usual sense.  For  just  as  in  this  place,  He  said  spirity 
instead  of  spiritual  things;  so  also  when  He  said 
fleshy  He  did  not  mean  carnal  things ;  but  the  hearing 
carnally,  at.  the  same  time  alluding  to  the  hearers, 
because  they  always  desired  carnal  things,  whereas 
they  ought  to  have  sought-after  things  spiritual.  For 
if  any  one  will  receive  this  carnally,  he  gains  nothing. 
What  thent  Is  His  flesh  then  not  flesh  ?  Certainly 
U  is.    How  Iben  did  He  say,  the  flesh  jprofiteth  no- 
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thing  f  He  says  it  not  of  His  flesh — Grod  forbid — 
bnt  of  those  who  understand  His  word  carnally." 

Then  begins  the  other  part  of  the  quotation^  so 
triumphantly  ushered  in  by  the  Easton  Theolo^an. 
But  even  what  he  does  deign  to  give  must  not  be 
allowed  to  pass  unchallenged  ]  for  it  is  not  rendered 
accurately  and  is  shortened  to  suit  the  purpose.  We 
subjoin  the  text,  in  which  the  reader  will  find  a  new 
confirmation  of  the  Catholic  doctrine.  '^But  what  is 
it  to  understand  carnally  ?  Simply  to  look  at  the 
objects  placed  before  us,  and  beyond  that  to  present 
nothing  further  to  oiur  mind.  [For,  yap\  this  is 
[understanding]  carnally.  But  we  must  not  thus 
judge  outward  appearances,  but  penetrate  all  the 
mysteries  with  the  eyes  of  the  mmd.  For  this  is 
[understanding]  spiritually.  Far,  he  that  eateth  not 
His  flesh  and  drinketh  not  His  blood,  hath  not  life  in 
him: — how  then  does  the  flesh  avail  nothing,  with- 
out which  it  is  not  possible  to  live?  Do  you  not  see 
that  the  words  Hhe  flesh  availeth  nothing,'  are  not 
spoken  concerning  His  flesh,  but  concerning  the 
carnal  mode  of  understanding  f 

However  we  may  charitably  suppose  that  Dr. 
Steams  was  not  guilty  of  garbling  the  text  himself, 
because  he  took  the  quotation  at  second  hand. 
Perhaps  from  the  same  source  he  has  taken 
those  other  words,  which  he  attributes  te  St.  John 
Ghrysostom,  but  which  the  most  lynx-eyed  searcher 
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would  fail  ifi  diseover  either  in  the  2dih  homily  on 
St.  John  (quoted  \>y  Dr.  Steams)  or  in  the  otlier 
homilies  of  the  same  Holy  Father  on  the  3d  chapter 
of  St.  John's  Gospel.  ^'As  in  baptism,  the  spiritual 
power  of  regeneration  is  given  to  the  material  water; 
80  also  the  inpsiaterial  [inoorporealj  gift  of  the  body 
and  blood  of  Christ  is  not  received  by  any  sensible 
corporal  action  but  by  the  spiritual  discernment  of 
our  faith  and  of  our  hearts  and  minds."  But  even 
though  those  words  were  proved  as  genuine  as  any 
that  ever  fell  from  the  lips  of  the  ''  Golden  Mouth," 
there  would  be  no  trouble  in  showing  that  they  mean 
YfksL%  St.  Chrysostom  often  says,  namely,  that  by  our 
senses  we  cannot  perceive  the  gift  of  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ,  which  we  receive  in  the  Blessed 
Eucharist. 

From  the  writings  of  this  most  celebrated  defender 
ti  the  faith  we  cannot  help  culling  a  beautiful 
passage  (De  Sacerd.  lib,  3,  n.  4),  "When  you  be- 
hold the  Lord  immolated  and  lying  there  and  the 
priest  engaged  in  the  sacrifice  and  pouring  forth 
prayers,  and  all  of  you  are  red  with  that  precious 
blood,  do  you  think  that  you  are  still  among  men  and  on 
earth  f  or  do  you  not  rather  think  that  you  have  been 
translated  to  heaven  and  that  with  all  carnal  thought  far 
removed,  you  gaze  around  with  pure  soul  and  mind  on 
the  things  of  heaven?   0  miracle!    O  benignity  of 

God  I  Be  who  sits  with  the  Father  above,  that  hour 
37» 
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18  held  in  the  hands  of  all,  and  gives  Himself  to  be 
embraced  and  received  by  those  who  desire  it" 

There  would  be  no  end  to  this  chapter  if  we  were 
to  add  farther  to  the  testimonies  of  the  holy  Patriaich 
of  Constantinople  and  the  other  Fathers.  A  few 
words  ^m  St.  Ambrose  (de  Myst.  c.  9,  n.  53)  must 
close  the  series.  For  farther  information  on  the  sub- 
ject Doctor  Steams  might  refer  to  works  on  Dogmatic 
and  Polemic  Catholic  Theology,  such,  for  instance,  as 
Card.  Franzelin,  de  Eucharistia;  Schwetz,  Theol. 
Dogm.  Cath.  j  Hurter,  Theol.  Dogm.  compend.  t.  3, 
and  our  books  ^'de  Re  Sacramentaria.'' 

The  passage  from  St.  Ambrose  runs  thus :  ''  That 
which  we  make  [Hoc  quod  conficimus]  is  the  body 
from  the  Virgin :  why  seek  ye  here  the  order  of  nature 
in  the  body  of  Christ,  since  the  Lord  Jesus  has  been 
brought  forth  by  the  Virgin  outside  the  order  of 
nature  (praeter  naturam)  ?  Verily  it  is  the  flesh  of 
Christ,  which  was  crucified  and  buried;  of  a  truth, 
then,  it  is  the  sacrament  of  His  flesh." 

One  word  about  the  faith  of  the  Greek  Schismatic 
Church,  the  Nestorians,  Eutychians,  and  all  Oriental 
sects  separated  from  the  See  of  Rome; — ^then  we 
have  done.  The  Archbishop  said  that  they  all  be- 
lieve in  the  real  presence  of  Christ  in  the  Sacrament 
This  statement  his  reviewer  denies,  as  far  as  the  Greek 
Schismatics  are  concerned ;  for  it  is  reported,  he  says 
(p.  297),  that  in  a  conversation  with  the  Bishop  of 
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Ely  (Harold  Browne),  Fr.  Meyrick  and  others,  the 
Schismatic  Archbishop  of  Syra  said :  ''  My  individ- 
ual opinion  is,  that  the  bread  remains  bread  in  the 
month,  and  the  wine  remains  wine  in  the  mouth ;  but 
that  at  the  same  time  as  we  receive  them,  we  receive 
the  whole  body  of  Christ.  Others  have  taken  up  the 
opinions  of  the  Latin  Church,  and  rolled  them  into 
our  Church.  The  question  is  not  authoritatively 
settled." 

But  even  supposing  that  these  were  the  very  words 
of  the  Schismatic  Prelate,  they  tell  against  Dr. 
Steams  with  powerful  effect.  For  they  mean:  1. 
That  he,  as  an  individual  opinion,  held  the  body  of 
Christ  to  be  truly  and  substantially  received  with  the 
bread  and  wine  unchanged ;  which  is  no  doubt  an 
heretical  error,  but  at  the  same  time  quite  different 
from  the  heresy  advocated  by  his  cis-Atlantic  admirer, 
who  maintains  that  the  words  of  Christ,  ''  This  is  my 
body,  this  is  my  blood,'^  should  be  taken  '^figura- 
tively." 2.  That  the  individual  OY^voiim  of  the  Arch- 
bishop of  Syra  was  opposed  to  that  of  the  other 
Prelates,  who,  with  regard  to  the  Holy  Eucharist, 
followed  the  teaching  of  the  Catholic  Church. 

It  is,  however,  of  very  little  advantage  to  know 
what  one  functionary  of  the  modem  Schismatic 
Church  may  hold,  as  his  individual  opinion,  against 
the  others.  That  this  body,  as  well  as  the  Oriental 
sects,  believe,  in  the  real  presence  of  the  body  and 
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blood  of  Ghiist  in  the  Holy  Eacbaiiflt,  is  admitted 
by  all  scholars,  and  Protestants  are  very  well  ac- 
quainted with  the  fact  J  for,  to  give  one  instance 
among  many,  in  the  year  1684,  the  Protestants 
inquired  of  Simeon,  the  Metropolitan  of  Dyirachinm, 
what  was  the  belief  of  the  Greek  Church  with 
regard  to  the  Eucharist.  Simeon  gave,  amongst 
other  statements,  the  answer  which  is  found  in  Em- 
manuel Schelstrate,  who  first  published  these  replies 
j&om  the  autograph,  voL  2,  of  the  Acts  of  the  Ori- 
ental Church,  p.  656 :  '^  In  the  sacred  Liturgy,  when 
the  priest  makes  out  of  the  bread  and  wine  the 
body  and  blood  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesos 
Chnst,  the  bread  is  changed  into  the  body  and  the 
wine  into  the  blood  of  Christ,  and  from  one  the  sub- 
stance is  changed  into  another,  that  of  the  venerated 
body  and  blood,  only  the  exterior  appearance  of 
bread  and  wine  remaining  with  the  accidents :  and 
the  God-man  Jesus  Christ,  as  he  sits  at  the  right 
hand  of  His  eternal  Father,  is  truly  believed  and 
adored." 

The  same  Simeon  testifies,  moreover,  tliat  each  of 
the  points  of  faith,  so  opposed  to  the  errors  of  Luther 
and  Calvin,  mentioned  by  him,  is  believed  by  the 
Eastern  Bishops,  monks,  and  all  the  people,  and  that 
he  knows  this  by  long  experience. 
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CHAPTER  XXIII. 

COMMUNION  UNDER  ONE  EIND. 

AiTER  some  introductory  remarks,  which  we  shall 
more  conveniently  notice  later  on,  Doctor  Steams 
employs  two  pages  in  proving,  against  the  statement 
made  by  the  Archbishop,  that  Luther,  in  his  ^^Far- 
mida  Missaej^  did  not  advocate  Communion  under 
one  kind.     We  will  not  deny  it. 

Apart  from  those  two  pages,  we  can  find  little, 
very  little,  to  the  point.  Strengthening  himself  with 
the  supposition  that  Communion  under  both  species 
was  enjoined  by  our  Lord  upon  all  his  followers, 
when  he  said,  "Drink  ye  all  of  this  "  (Matth.  xxvi. 
27),  the  Doctor  valiantly  fights  through  two  more 
pages  against  the  reasons,  alleged,  as  he  says,  by 
the  Archbishop,  "in  palliation  of  his  and  his  Church's 
disobedience  to  the  plain  command  of  Christ "  (p.  304). 
The  Doctor's  castle  is  therefore  built  on  that  supposi- 
tion :  take  away  the  supposition,  and  the  castle  tum- 
bles to  the  ground. 

That  supposition  is  false.  In  those  words  of  the 
tjord,  "Drink  ye  all  of  this,"  no  command  was  given 
t;o  all  the  fEiithfal  to  receive  Communion  under  both 
Species,  to  wit,  of  bread  and  wine.     Those  words, 
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uttered  by  our  Lord  at  the  last  supper,  were  ad- 
dressed to  the  Apostles  cdone,  who  were  at  table  with 
tbeir  divine  Master. 

This  fact,  too  evident  from  the  Gospel  to  be  denied, 
is  acknowledged  by  the  unwary  Doctor  when  he  re- 
marks, "  Our  Lord  said  to  the  eleven  (or  to  the  twelve, 
if  Judas  was  present), '  Drink  ye  all  of  this'^'  (p.  301). 
The  natural  inference  is,  that  those  words,  being  ad- 
dressed to  the  Apostles,  and  not  to  all  the  followers, 
of  Christ,  do  not  convey  to  all  the  latt^  the  com- 
mand of  receiving  under  both  species.  But  tbiA< 
theologian  does  not  accept  natural  inf^renpes;.  he 
must,  defend  a  cause,  and  that  necessarily  forces  him 
into  special  pleading :  therefore  he  takes  the  lawyer'ft 
commodious  method  of  adaptuig  the  inferences  to 
the  cause)  and  letting  the  premises  plead  their  own 
inferences  as  best  they  can.  His  inference,  there- 
fore, must  without  rhyme  or  reason  be,  that  those, 
words  impose  the  law  on  all  the  followers  of  Christ 
Such  logic  is  hardly  tolerated  by  our  countrymen, 
even  in  the  defence  of  a  criminal. 

Perhaps  the.  Chaplain  thought  to  justify  his  con- 
clusion by  what  he  immediately  subjoins  (p.  301). 
"The  Archbishop's  objection  that  this  was  said  'not 
to  the  people  at  large,  but  only  to  the  Apostles,'  is 
answered,  as  he  taeU  hiows,  by  his  admission  that 
'even  the  clergy  of  every  rank,  including  the  Pope, 
receive  only  of  the  consecrated  bread,  unless  when 


OOHMTJKION  t7)n>EB  OKE  KIND.  448 

they  celebrate  Mass."'  He  has  acquired  sach  con- 
finned  habits  of  taming  against  the  gentle  AtcIh 
bishop  with  a  significant  wink  to  the  audience^  that 
it  is  not  always  easy  to  see  what  he  tneans^  though 
the  'wink  and  the  nod'  are  always  nnmistakably  en- 
acted to  the  life.  Does  he  mean  to  say,  that  the  « 
Archbishop  cannot  maintain  that  ihoee  words  didndt 
concern  the  people  at  large,  but  only  the  Apo6tlefi[; 
and  cannot  maintain  it,  because  the  cap  is  denied 
even  to  the  clergy,  who,  as  the  saccesscns  of  lihe 
Apostles,  ought,  according  to  that  interpretation,  to 
receive  the  cup  ?  If  this  is  the  bearing  of  the  remark, 
lUid  indeed  it  could  have  no  other  that  would  be  to 
the  purpose,  we  must  phunly  say  that  his  conclusion  is 
utt^ly  unwarranted.  Even  suppodng  that  the  wcnrdis 
^'Drink  ye  all  of  this,"  had  been  spoken  by  our  Lord 
to  the  Apostles,  not  merely  as  an  invitation  or  even 
an  injunction  that  they  should  all  drink  of  tiie  same 
cap  on  that  particular  occasion,  but  as  a  positive 
command  given  for  the  future,  over  and  above;  and 
Apposing  farther  that  the  command  extends  to  aU 
those  who  were  to  succeed  the  Apostles  in  the  priest- 
hood and  in  their  turn  consecrate  Christ's  body  and 
blood,  even  as  Christ  commanded  on  the  same  occa- 
sion;— supposing  all  this  as  the  Doctor  seems  to  sup- 
pose it,  the  natural  inference  again  is,  that  aU  priests, 
*4>hen  celebrating  Mass,  have  to  drink  the  blood  of  our 
tgord,  as  they  do; — but  it  does  not  follow  that  they 


444     THE  TRUE  FAITH  OF  OUR  FOREFATHERS. 


mnst  drink  it  when  they  do  not  celebrate  Mass; — and 
a  fortiori  does  it  not  follow,  tbat  cill  the  faithful^  the 
people  at  large^  must  by  a  command  of  the  Lord  re- 
ceive of  "  the  cup.''  These  last  two  inferences  belong 
to  the  Doctor's  special  pleading. 

This  special  pleading  is  at  once  detected  in  the 
adroit  silence  with  which  another  apposite  Scripture 
proof,  brought  forward  by  the  Archbishop,  is  passed 
over  as  if  it  did  not  exist,  as  if  it  were  not  printed. 
We  shall  refresh  the  advocate's  memory. 

That  the  words,  '^  Drink  ye  all  of  this,"  do  not 
imply  a  command  that  all  the  faithful  must  receive 
under  both  species,  is  proved  positively  by  other 
words  of  our  Lord.  Christ  did  not  give  that  com- 
mandment. For,  He  said :  '^  If  any  man  eat  of  this 
hread^  he  shall  live  for  ever;  and  the  bread  which 
I  will  give  is  my  flesh,  for  the  life  of  the  world" 
(John  vi.  52).  And  again,  ^'  He  that  eateth  me,  the 
.  same  also  shall  live  by  me.  .  .  .  He  that  eateth  this 
bread,  shall  live  for  ever"  (ibid.  58,  59).  Now, 
in  these  words,  as  the  Archbishop  well  remarks 
(p.  342),  [and  all  this  reasoning  of  the  Arch- 
bishop, and  the  whole  of  this  strong  proof,  is  pre- 
cisely what  this  special  pleader  in  theology  carefully 
conceals  from  his  readers]  in  these  words,  we  repeat, 
our  Lord  ''makes  no  reference  to  the  sacramental 
cup,  but  only  to  th0  Eucharistio  bread,  to  which  He 
ascribes  all  the  efficacy  which  is  attached  to  Com- 
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mmnon  under  both  kinds,  namely,  mdon  with  Him, 
spiritual  life,  eternal  salvation.'^  And,  we  add, 
these  must  surely  he  the  effects  of  Communion  re- 
ceived under  one  kind  as  well  as  under  both  kinds, 
since  the  same  Christ,  with  His  body  and  blood,  soul 
and  divinity,  is  as  entirely  under  the  consecrated 
specaes  of  bread,  as  He  is  under  the  consecrated 
species  of  wine,  and  under  botih.  For  this  very 
reason,  St.  Paul  says  (L  Cor.  xi.  27):  "Whosoever 
shall  eat  this  bread,  or  diink  the  chalice  of  the  Lord 
unworthily,  shall  be  guilty  of  the  body  and  of  the 
blood  of  our  Lord."  That  this  is  the  correct  render^ 
ing  of  the  passage,  and  that  the  Protestant  transla- 
tion "  <md  drink  "  is  not,  is  evident  from  the  Greek 
codices.  The  Doctor,  who,  with  much  repugnance, 
begins  to  acknowledge  the  fact  (p.  79),  may  easily 
dispel  his  doubts  by  consulting  Tischendorf  s  Nov. 
Test  Grace.,  Ed.  8.,  vol.  ii.,  Lipsiae,  1872,  p.  526. 

And  here  w:e  must  advert  to  the  Doctor's  extiaor- 
dinaiy  exegesis  of  that  same  text.  According  to  him 
t;he  text  just  quoted  means  that  whosoever  eateth  the 
l>read,  or  drinketh  the  cup,  is  guilty  of  transgressing 
tibe  law,  because,  he  says  (p.  79),  "  whosoever  shall 
^e^  the  whole  law,  and  yet  offend  in  one  point,  ho  is 
guilty  of  alL"  Did  St.  Paul  say  that  "  whosoever 
iQateth  the  bread,  or  drinketh  the  cup,  is  guilty  ^'Y 
^ot  at  all.     He  said,  "  whosoever  eateth  the  bread 

ddnketh  the  cup  tmworfhUi^  is  guilty."    Did  he 
38 
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say  that  whosoever  eateth  the  bread,  or  drinketh  the 
cup,  is  guilty  of  transgression  against  the  comnumd 
qf  Christ  f  Never.  He  said,  that  "  whosoever  eateth 
the  bread  or  drinketh  the  cup  wnworihUy  is  guilty  qf 
the  body  and  qf  the  blood  qf  our  LordP — ^Thus  this 
man  treats  St.  Paul,  as  he  treats  everybody  else. 
Yet  in  this  very  chapter  he  tries  to  pin  his  own  un- 
fjoimess  to  the  name  of  the  Archbishop.  Forgive 
him  :  it  is  only  his  special  pleading. 

We  think  that  we  have  proved,  to  the  satisfiEiction 
of  any  unbiased  and  unprejudiced  mind,  that  whether 
we  are  to  receive  Gonmiunion  under  one  kind^  or 
under  both  kinds,  is  not  determined  by  divine  law. 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  it  is,  as  a  matter  of  disci- 
pline, to  be  regulated  by  the  Church,  to  which  the 
administering  of  the  Sacraments  has  been  entrusted 
by  Jesus  Christ.     The  Church  has  always  done  so. 

Accordingly,  we  learn  from  the  History  of  the 
Church,  as  the  Archbishop  accurately  remarks  (p. 
345),  "  that,  up  to  the  twelfth  century.  Communion 
was  sometimes  distributed  in  one  form,  sometimes  in 
another,  commonly  in  both." 

It  was  customary  among  the  faithful  in  the  early 
centuries  of  the  Church,  especially  during  the  time 
of  persecution,  to  carry  home  the  consecrated  host  for 
Communion.  See  Tertull.  lib.  2,  ad  Uxorem,  c.  5; 
St.  Cyprian,  De  lapsis,  n.  26  j  St.  Zeno  Veronensis 
Lib.  I.  Tract.  I.  n.  4^  St.  Ambrose,  lib.  1,  de  Excessa 


COMMUNION  UNDER   ONE   KIND.  447 

£ratris  siii,  n.  43;  St.  Basil,  ep.  93,  ad  Gsesariam 
Fatriciam. 

Again,  it  was  customary  to  give  Communion  to 
infants,  under  one  kind,  to  wit,  that  of  wine;  as  is 
attested  by  St.  Cyprian,  de  Lapsis,  n.  25.  And  again. 
Communion  under  the  form  of  bread  was  given  to 
dying  persons,  as  is  related  by  Eusebius,  Hist.  EccL, 
lib.  6,  c.  44,  and  by  Paulinus,  m  vita  S.  Ambrosii, 
n.  47. 

In  the  fifth  century,  before  St.  Leo  the  Great  had 
ordained  otherwise,  it  was  allowed  to  receive  Commu- 
nion, even  in  public,  under  one  kind,  that  of  bread. 
For  the  saintly  Pope  tells  us  (Serm.  42,  De  quadrag. 
4),  that  some  Manicheans  remained  concealed  in 
Rome,  by  receiving  Communion  in  public  with  the 
faithful,  though  they  abstained  ^m  the  Sacramental 
cup.  It  stands  to  reason  that  those  heretics  could 
not  have  escaped  detection  when  receiving  Holy  Com- 
munion, had  the  faithful  been  obliged  to  receive 
Under  both  kinds. 

That  Communion  under  the  species  of  bread  alone 
^as  publicly  allowed  in  Constantinople  at  the  time 
of  St.  John  Chrysostom,  we  have,  on  the  authority 
of  Sozomen  (Hist.  lib.  8,  c  5.),  and  of  Nicephorus 
(lib.  13,  c.  7)  J  and  from  Ven.  Bede  (Hist.  lib.  2,  c. 
^),  we  learn  that  in  England,  at  the  beginning  of  the 
Beventh  century.  Communion  was  publicly  given  in 
t;1ie  churches  under  one  kind. 
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tn  fine,  everybody  who  is  tolerably  acqasonted  with 
ecclesiastical  rites,  knows  very  well  that  among  the 
Greeks,  ever  since  the  fourth  century,  during  the  whole 
of  Lent,  except  on  Saturdays,  Sundays,  and  the  feast 
of  the  Annundation  of  the  B.Y.  Maiy,  the  officiating 
priest  receives  in  the  Mass  of  the  Presanctified  only 
the  consecrated  bread.  In  the  Latin  Church  the  Mass 
of  the  Presanctified  is  celebrated  only  on  Gkx>d  Friday. 

These  facts  prove  to  evidence  that  the  Church  firom 
the  beginning  held  the  mode  of  receiving  Holy  Com- 
munion, under  one  or  both  species,  to  be  a  matter  of 
discipline,  changeable  according  to  the  ciroumstanoei 
of  times,  persons,  or  places. 

Such  is  the  evidence  of  History.  The  Doctcor 
could  not  upset  it,  so  he  adopts  the  easier  process  of 
shoving  it  aside.  Therefore,  with  his  usual  declama- 
tory boldness,  he  cries  out,  that  "the  alleged  excep- 
tional instances  of  Communion  in  one  kind  in  the  early 
history  of  the  Church,  and  the  alleged  sufficiency  of 

such  Communion, amount  to  nothing  in  the  face 

of  the  plain  command  of  our  Saviour  "  (p.  301).  By 
these  words  the  Rev.  logidan  does  himself  a  deal  of 
harm  without  knowing  it.  First,  he  begs  the  question, 
which  is,  whether  there  is  really  a  command  of  the 
Lord  that  obliges  aU  communicants  to  reodve  under 
both  species.  Secondly,  he  betrays  his  lack  of  erudi- 
tion, by  doubting  the  existence  of  Communions  und^ 
one  kind  in  the  early  Church,  and  more,  by  calling 
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them  ^^  exertional  instances  J'  Thirdly,  he  implicitly 
says  that  the  Chm-ch  from  the  very  begimiing,  from 
the  days  of  the  Apostles,  did  not  obey  the  plain  com- 
mand of  our  Lord.  Would  it  be  out  of  place  to 
suggest  to  the  Key.  Doctor,  not  the  common  propriety, 
but  the  sacred  duty  and  onerous  obligation,  of  think- 
ing first,  and  writing  after! 

But,  let  us  return  to  history.  The  practice  of  receiv- 
ing Holy  Communion  under  both  species  gradually 
diminished,  and  already  in  the  twelfth  centuiy  the 
custom  of  receiving  under  one  kind  only  was  gener- 
ally prevalent.  When  in  the  15th  centuiy,  the  fol- 
lowers of  John  Huss  in  Bohemia,  and  notably  those 
of  them  who,  on  account  of  their  error,  were  called 
CkdixtinSy  proclaimed  that  it  was  necessary  for  all 
communicants  to  receive  under  both  species,  the  Coun- 
cil of  Constance  in  its  13th  Session,  and  Pope  Martin 
V.  in  his  Bull  "In  eminentis,''  A.D.  1418,  con- 
demned their  error,  and  confirmed  the  long-before 
prevalent  custom  of  receiving  under  one  kind.  The 
Council  of  Trent  in  its  21st  Session,  after  defining 
that  the  faithful  were  not  obliged  by  divine  law,  or 
by  any  necessity  for  obtaining  eternal  salvation,  to 
receive  Communion  under  both  kinds  j  approved  and 
confirmed  in  its  turn  the  practice  of  receiving  Com- 
munion under  the  appearances  of  bread  only,  and 
made  it  a  law,  not  to  be  changed  save  by  the  authority 

of  the  Church. 
58» 
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No  reasonable  man  mil  find  it  difficult  to  compre- 
hend, that  since  there  is  question  of  a  matter  of  mere 
discipline,  the  Church  could  adopt  no  surer  nor  more 
effectual  means  to  condemn  and  exclude  the  error  of 
those,  who  claimed  that  Communion  under  both  spcdes 
was  enjoined  upon  all  the  fEUthful  by  a  command  of 
our  Lord  as  necessary  for  Ovation,  than  authorita- 
tively to  refuse  Communion  under  both  species  to  all 
communicants.  This  is  certainly  assigning  a  saf* 
ficient  reason  and  a  just  cause  for  this  decisive-  action 
of  the  Church.  For,  by  Communion  in  one  kind, 
her  children  make  a  public  profession  of  faith  against 
that  error,  openly  confessing  that  Christ  is  as  truly 
present  under  one  species,  as  under  ihe  other,  and 
under  both. 

Moreover,  we  entirely  endorse  the  other  reason 
assigned  by  the  Archbishop,  the  Doctor's  personal 
authority  to  the  contrary,  notwithstanding.  What 
may  be  feasible  in  the  comparatively  very  small 
Episcopal  Church,  would  in  the  present  case  be 
next  to  impossible  in  the  great  Catholic  Church. 
We  outnumber  all  the  Protestant  sects  put  together. 
Our  Church  is  the  universal  Church  of  Christ,  to 
whom  He  gave  the  "  nations  for  her  inheritance." 
Widespread  and  numerous  in  all  parts  of  the 
earth  as  our  Church  is,  it  does  not  require  much 
study  of  any  kind  on  the  part  of  a  man  who 
has  practical  American   sense,   to  realize  with  thd 
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Aichbisbopy  that  it  would  be  a  tremendous  under'- 
taking  to  endeavor  to  supply  all  Catbolics  in  the 
world  with  wine  for  consecration^  and  that  as  often  and 
continually  as  their  vast  numbers  approach  the  holy 
table.  We  have  known  and  seen  with  our  own  eyes, 
in  this  country  and  in  large  cities  that  are  crowded 
with  Catholic  Churches,  several  of  those  parishes 
which  are  made  up  of  the  strong-hearted  poor  of 
Christ;  and  we  put  the  figures  low  when  we  state, 
that  in  each  of  them  the  weekly  Communions  averaged 
uunre  -than  one  thousand*  God  alone  knows  the 
number  of  Communions  teoeived  every  day  in  His 
Ohnrch  upon  earth* 

Again,  since  it  is  a  well-known  fact,  that  among 
Qd  the  crowds  of  communicants  are  always  large,  we 
can  only  commend  and  praise  the  Church's  law  of 
Communion  under  the  one  species  of  bi^ead,  as  the  best  of 
the  safeguards  against  irreverences  towards  the  ado- 
itible  Sacrament.  Let  our  Protestant  fkiends  remem- 
"ber  that  we  believe  in  the  real  presence,  and  they 
^11  admire  the  anxious  solicitude  of  the  Church,  as, 
hX  least,  consistent  with  h^  teaching. 

Since  the  Rev.  Doctor  supposes  that  our  Lord  com- 
icnanded  all  communicants  to  receive  under  both 
species,  he,  of  course,  will  not  admit  that  these 
treasons  justify  the  Church  in  allowing  her  children 
tx>  communicate  under  one  form  only,  and  in  with- 
liolding  from  them  the  chalice.    But  the  reader  will 
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remember  that  the  Doctor's  supposition  is  merely  a 
supposition,  groundless/  false,  and  utterly  untenable 
into  the  bargain,  and  therefore  his  house  was  again 
built  on  sand,  Mrith  the  usual  consequences. 


CHAPTER  XXIV. 

THB  SACRIFICE  OF  THE  MASS. 

The  word  sacrifice  may  be  taken  either  in  a  wide 
and  general  sense,  or  in  a  strict,  proper  and  spedal 
signification.  According  to  the  former,  it  means  any 
act  internal  or  external  performed  for  and  offered  up 
to  God ;  according  to  the  latter,  it  means  the  supreme 
act  of  worship,  due  to  God  alone,  whereby  the  obla- 
tion or  offering  made  to  God  is  that  of  some  sensible 
object,  with  the  destruction  or  change  of  the  same 
to  denote  that  God  is  the  Author  of  life  and  death, 
and  in  acknowledgment  of  His  supreme  dominion 
over  us. 

The  Archbishop,  defending  the  faith  of  our  Fathers, 
maintained  (p.  355)  that  a  true  sacrifice,  strictly  and 
properly  so  called,  is  offered  up  to  God  everywhere 
in  the  Church,  namely,  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass, 
which  is  the  consecration  of  the  bread  and  wine  into 
the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  and  the  oblation  of 
this  body  and  blood  to  God  by  the  ministry  of  the 
priest,  for  a  perpetual  memorial  of  Christ's  sacrifice 


THE  SACRIFICfi  OF  THE  MASS.  453 

on  the  Gross.  The  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  is  identical 
with  that  of  the  cross,  both  having  the  same  victim 
and  High  Priest— Jesus  Christ.  The  only  differ- 
ence consists  in  the  manner  of  the  oblation.  Christ 
was  offered  np  on  the  cross  in  a  bloody  manner,  and 
in  the  Mass  He  is  offered  np  in  an  nnbloody  manner. 
On  the  cross  He  purchased  onr  ransom,  and  in  the 
Encharistic  isacrifice  the  price  of  that  ransom  is  ap- 
plied to  our  souls.  Hence,  all  the  eficacy  of  the 
Mass  is  derived  from  the  sacrifice  of  Calvary. 

Let  us  examine  the  proofs  given  by  the  Arch* 
bishop,  and  the  objections  of  his  opponent.     The 
first  argument  is  drawn  from  the  words  addressed  by 
God  to  the  Jews,  through  the  mouth  of  the  prophet 
Kalachias  (i.  10,  11):  "1  have  no  pleasure  in  you^ 
saith  the  Lord  of  hosts  :  and  I  will  not  receive  a  gift 
of  your  hand.     For  from  the  ri^g  of  the  sun  even 
to  the  going  down,  my  name  is  great  among  the  Gen- 
tiles :  and  in  every  place  there  is  sacrifice,  and  there 
is  offered  to  my  name  a  clean  oblation :  for  my  name 
is  great  among  the  Grentiles,  saith  the  Lord  of  hosts.^ 
*^  These  prophetic  words  must  have  been  fulfilled,'' 
Bays  the  Archbishop  (p.  353).     ''Where  shall  we 
find  the  fulfilment  of  the  prophecy  ?    We  may  divide 
tlie  inhabitants  of  the  world  into  five  different  classes 
of  people,  professing  different  forms  of  religion : — 
I'agans,  Jews,  Mahometans,  Protestants,  and  Catho- 
lics.    Among  which  of  these  shall  we  find  the  clean 
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oblation  of  wliich  the  prophet  speaks  t     Not  among 
the  Pagan  nations ;  for  thej  worship  false  gods^  and 
consequently  cannot  have  any  sacrifice  pleasing  to 
the  Almighty.     Not  among  the  Jews  j  for  they  have 
ceased  to  sacrifice  altogether,  and  the  words  of  the 
prophet  apply  not  to  the  Jews,  but  to  the  Gentiles. 
Not  among  the  Mahometans }  for  they  also  reject 
sacrifices.     Not  among  any  of  the  Protestant  sects: 
for  they  all  distinctly  repudiate  sacrifices.     There- 
fore it  is  only  in  the  Catholic  Church  that  is  fulfilled 
this  glorious  prophecy ;  for  whithersoever  you  go, 
you  will  find  the  clean  oblation  offered  up  on  Catho- 
lic altars.     If  you  travel  from  America  to  Euiope, 
to  Oceanica,  to  Africa,  or  Asia,  you  will  see  our  altaiB 
erected,  and  our  priests  daily  fulfilling  the  words  ol 
the  prophet,  by  offering  the  "  clean  oblation  ^  of  the 
body  and  blood  of   Christ.     This  oblation  of  th® 
New  Law  is  commonly  called  the  Mass  J' 

To  this  argument  oiu:  Doctor  replies,  that  in  tl^® 
words  of  Malachias  just  quoted  there  is  no  predicti^^ 
"of  the  modem  Roman  Mass.''  And  why!  !^® 
says  (p.  307) :  "  the  word  '  sacrifice '  taken  by  b^^^ 
(the  Archbishop)  from  the  Douay,  which  follows  i>^^ 
Vulgate,  is  a  mistranslation:  the  Hebrew  wC^^ 
(Muktar)  doesn't  mean  '  sacrifice  j'  it  means  'incen^* 
and  can't  mean  anything  else  ....  The  '  pure  off^\ 
ing,  or  as  the  Douay  expresses  it  '  clean  oblation '  ^ 
the  '  Minchdh '  of  the  Mosaic  lawj  which  is  nevei^ 
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victim,  but  is,  as  his  own  authority,  the  Douay  (Lev. 
vL  15),  could  tell  him,  an  offering  of  '  flour  that  is 
tempered  with  oil '  and  is  accompanied  with  the  bum- 
JBgof'fianldnoense."' 

It  is  both  provoking  and  tiresome  to  meet  again 
and  again  bold  and  impudent  assertions  like  this, 
the  result  of  sheer  ignorance  and  deeply  rooted  preju- 
dice. But  in  the  interest  of  truth  and  religion,  we 
have  taken  upon  ourselves  the  unpleasant  task  of 
placing  before  our  readers  the  numerous  errors  of  the 
''  Examining  Ghaplidn  of  Easton,"  and  must  therefore 
bear  patiently  the  wearisome  labor  of  following  him. 

The  Doctor  then,  says,  that  the  Hebrew  text  of 

Malachias  does  not  convey  the  idea  of  a  sacrifice,  and 

consequently  the  Vulgate  and  the  Douay  translation 

vnd  the  Archbishop  following  both,  have  misunder- 

tood  the  prophecy.     Say  just  the  opposite  and  you 

ill  strike  the  truth,  for  the  Hebrew  text  runs  thus: 

n-)*int9  nhatii  "nowV  wjds  iidwo  oHptt— ^sai 

is  text  is  translated  in  the  Greek  version  of  the 
renty :   Kal  Iv  travTl  t6tt(^  ^vfiiofia  npoadyerai 
dvofiart  fiov,  Kai  ^vaia  Ka^apd, 
nd  by  the  Syriac  in  the  same  manner :    ''ponunt 
lata  et  offerunt  nomini  meo  sacrificia  munda.'' 
id  by  the  Latin  version  used  by  Tertullian  (adv. 
.  L.  3,  c.  22 )  in  the  2nd  century :  "et  in  omni 
sacniicium  nomini  meo  offertur,  et  sacrificium 
um." 
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We  beg  Rev.  Dr;  Stearns  to  pay  great  attention  to 
the  Greek  word  Ovoia  as  lie  has  Btated mhis  cot loio- 
ary  dogmatic  fashion  that  '^  the  Greek  word  for  saorifioe 
is  OvG)  (p.  308).    With  regard  to  the  Hebrew  words  of 
the  prophecy,  as  all  Hebrew  Scholars  are  a^'are, 
Muktarj  Mugga$\  MincJiahj.  are  commonly  used  in 
Holy  Writ  to  mean  a  true  sacrifice }   and  noae  of 
them  is  ever  nsed  to  mean  external  acts  of  worship, 
or  external  oblations  to  God,  which  were  not  a  true 
sacrifice,  in  the  strict  and  proper  meaning  of  that  term. 
The  word  MinchaJim  those  passages  of  Scriptare  where 
precepts  are  given  for  the  sacrifices,  as  in  Levit  vi. 
15,  quoted  by  Dr.  Steams,  means  an  unbloody  sac- 
rifice, as  contradistinguished  from  bloody  ones ;  and 
therefore  in  the  prophecy  of  Malachias,  consideie^ 
both  by  itself  and  in  connection  with  the  others,  iha 
word  evidently  means  the  future  unbloody  sacrific 
to  be  offered  up  to  God  in  the  new  law.     To  quo 
an  authority  to  whom  Dr.  Steams  can  not  object,  t 
Protestant  Gesenius,  in  his  Hebrew  Lexicon  (Ca 
bridge,  1825,  p.  429),  under  the  word  iHiwc/w/*,  sa; 
'^  In  the  Mosaic  ritual  it  is  applied  especially  to 
unbloody  sacrifices,  as  offerings  of  meat  and  dr 
which  were  offered  with  the  animal  sacrifices, 
ii.  1,  4,  5,  6  J  vi.  7  5  vii.  9  j  xiv.  10  j  xxiii.  16  j  1 
XV,   4,  6,  and  frequently.'' 

Moreover,  without  considering  the  very  signi 
words  of  the  prophecy,  which  leave  no  doub^ 
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i^ard  to  their  meaning }  the  very  fact  of  contrasting 
the  new  sacrifice  which  is  annonnced  with  the  sacri- 
fices offered  by  the  Jews  which  are  rejected,  shows 
evidently  that  the  sacrifice  which  was  foretold,  was  a 
true  sacrifice  in  its  strict  and  proper  meaning.  For 
God,  by  the  mouth  of  His  Prophet,  says  that  the 
Jewish  sacrifices  shall  be  abolished,  not  indeed  to 
such  an  extent  that  there  will  be  no  more  a  true  sacri- 
fice in  the  New  Law,  bnt  in  such  manner  that  the 
sacrifice  of  the  Jews  would  be  succeeded  by  a  "clean 
sacrifice,''  most  pure  by  itself,  in  which  no  blemish 
of  any  kind  can  ever  be  found,  to  be  offered  not  upon 
one  altar  in  Jerusalem,  but  "  from  the  rising  of  the 
fiHOL  even  to  the  going  down." 

This  meaning  of  Malachias'  prophecy  is  confirmed 
l>y  the  interpretation  of  the  Fathers  and  the  tradition 
•of  the  Church  from  the  beginning.  We  select  as 
JBpedmens  two  of  the  oldest. 

St.  Justin,  martyr,  who  died  A.D.  163  or  167,  in 

liis  Dialogue  against  Tryphon  the  Jew,  proving  the 

:£iilfilment    of  the  prophecy  of  Malachias  in  the 

Christian  Church,  says  (n.  41),  after  quoting  the 

^words  of  the  Prophet :  "  He  foretells  concerning  the 

sacrifices  offered  unto  Him,  in  eveiy  place,  by  us 

Crentiles,  that  is,  of  the  bread  of  the  Eucharist,  and 

of  the  cup  in  like  manner  of  the  Eucharist,  saying 

tliat  his  name  is  by  ns  glorified,  and  by  you  profaned.'' 

St.  IrensBus,  whose  master,  Polycarp,  was  a  dis* 
39 
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ciple  of  St.  Jotn  the  Evangelist  (lib.  4,  adv.  haeres. 
c.  17,  al.  32,  n.  5),  most  clearly  shows  how  the 
prophecy  is  folfilled  in  the  New  Law  by  the  sacrifice 
of  the  Holy  Eucharist,  which  is  nothing  else  but  the 
sacrifice  of  the  Mass.    His  words  are : 

''  He  [Christ]  took  that  creature  bread  and  gave 
thanks,  saying:  'This  is  my  body.'  And  in  like 
manner  He  confessed  the  cup, — ^which,  according  to 
us,  is  a  thing  created  [by  God], — ^to  be  His  blood, 
and  taught  the  new  oblation  of  the  New  Testament; 
which  [oblation]  the  Church  receiving  fit>m  the 
Apostles,  throughout  the  whole  world  oflTers  to  God, 
....  respecting  which,  Malachias,  one  of  the 
twelve  Prophets,  thus  predicted:  'I  have  no  pleasure 
in  you,  saith  the  Lord  Almighty,  and  sacrifice  I  will 
not  receive  from  your  hands.  For  from  the  rising  of 
the  sun  even  to  the  going  down  my  name  is 
glorified  among  the  Gentiles,  and  in  every  place  in- 
cense is  offered  to  my  name,  and  a  pure  sacrifice; 
for  my  name  is  great  among  the  Gentiles,  saith  the 
Lord  Almighty ;'  most  manifestly  signifying  by  these 
'  words  that  the  former  people  will  cease  to  offer  to 
God;  but  that  in  every  place  a  sacrifice^  and  that  a 
pure  one,  will  be  offered  to  Him." 

To  this  sacrifice  of  the  New  Law,  offered  up  to 
God  in  the  Holy  Eucharist,  the  Scriptures  of  the 
New  Testament  testify.  Apart  from  the  very  words 
of  the  institution,  recorded  by  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark, 
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St.  Luke  and  St.  Panl,  whicli  speak  of  sacrifice,  as 
is  proved  in  our  treatise  dd  Be  Sacrameniaria, 
lib.  2y  p.  3,  art.  4 ;  an  allusion,  says  the  Archbishop, . 
is  made  to  it  in  the  Acts  xiii.  2,  where  we  read  that 
Saul  and  others  were  ''  ministering  to  the  Lord  and 
fasting."  The  Archbishop  giving  this  English  trans- 
lation had  remarked  in  pasdng,  ''  or  as  the  Greek 
text  expresses  it,  sacrificing;^  and  the  Rev.  Dr. 
Steams,  with  as  much  good  breeding  as  acuteness 
and  erudition,  catches  up  the  word  and  says  (p.  308): 
''That  is  exactly  what  it  doesnH  express :  had  it  ex- 
pressed it,  the  Vulgate  and  the  Douay  would  have 
been  only  too  happy  to  have  translated  it.  The 
Greek  word  for  sacrifice  is  Gvw  ; — keirovpytcjy  which 
is  the  word  used  by  the  Apostle  [the  Apostle !  who 
is  he  t  Is  it  not  St.  Luke  who  wrote  the  Acts  t  But 
this  is  probably  a  lapsus  calami.]  is  a  generic  one, 
and  signifies  performing  the  service^  praying,  prais- 
ing, giving  thanks,  sacrificing,  or  whatever  that  ser- 
vice may  be.'' 

Here  again  our  opponent  is  at  war  with  logic 
Because  the  word,  XeirovpyeiVj  is  a  generic  one,  and 
can  mean  to  give  thanks  or  ofier  prayers,  as  well  as 
sacrifice^  he  concludes,  therefore,  'Ht  doesnH  express'' 
sacrifice.  The  right  conclusion  would  have  been, 
therefore,  it  may  express  sacrifice^  and  may  not. 
But  had  he  said  that,  we  would  have  begged  him  of 
his  kindness  to  reflect  that  a  generic  word  is  limited 
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to  a  specific  meaning  by  other  oonsiderationB ;  and 
this  is  the  case  irith  regard  to  the  text  fiN)m  the 
Acts.  For  the  word  keiTovpryeiv  meanfi,  it  is  true,  by 
itself;  to  perform  any  public  worky  but  in  the  text 
being  constraed  with  the  dative  case  of  direction^ 
TO)  Kvpt(t)  expresses  clearly  enough  ihstpMic  acUcn 
addressed  to  God^  which  is  the  prindpal  act  of  wor- 
ship due  to  Him  alone,  in  acknowledgment  of  His 
supreme  dominion  over  all  things,  namely  sacrifice. 
And  in  fact,  had  St.  Luke  spoken  only  of  prayefs, 
he  would  have  said  as  usual,  npoaevxoiiivG^v  di  avT(j^v ; 
and  had  he  spoken  of  preaching,  he  would  not  have 
said  XeLTovpyovvTwv  6e  avrcjv  to).  Kvp/cj  j  for  the 
preaching  is  not  addressed  to  God,  but  to  the  hearers. 
The  same  reasoning  holds  good  also  in  case  of  mere 
commemoration  of  the  passion  of  our  Lord,  made 
before  the  congregation  of  the  faithfuL 

The  Archbishop  continues:  "St.  Paul  in  his  Epis« 
tie  to  the  Hebrews,  frequently  aUudes  to  the  sacrifice 
of  the  Mass.  '  We  have  an  altar,'  he  says,  '  whereof 
they  cannot  eat  who  serve  the  tabernacle'  (Heb.  xiii. 
10).  The  Apostle  here  plainly  declares  that  the  Chris- 
tian Church  has  its  altars  as  well  as  the  Jewish  Syn* 
agogue.  An  altar  necessarily  supposes  a  sacrifice, 
without  which  it  has  no  meaning.''  "Very  true," 
answers  Dr.  Steams  (p.  308),  "but  it  does  not  neces* 
sarily  suppose  a  victim."  What  does  the  Reverend 
gentleman  mean  by  this  remark!    Does  he  mean 
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that  upon  the  altar  not  only  bloody^  but  also  unbloody 
sacrifices  can  be  offered^  since  a  created  thing  can  be 
sacrificed,  without  shedding  of  blood,  in  acknowledg- 
ment of  God's  supreme  dominion  over  all  things  t  If 
this  is  his  meaning^  we  agree  with  him  ]  but  then 
what  has  his  remark  to  do  with  the  Archbishop's 
argument  t  We  do  not  contend  that  the  sacrifice 
of  the  Mass  is  a  bloody  one. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  Dr.  Steams  means  that  an 
aitar  does  not  necessarily  suppose  a  victim,  inasmuch 
as  a  victim  means  some  sensible  object  offered  up  to 
God  in  acknowledgment  of  His  supreme  dominion 
over  life  and  death ;  our  Eeverend  opponent,  to  use 
his  own  phraseology,  is  entirely  "off  the  track;" 
for  he  denies  what  all  men,  in  all  ages,  in  all  lan- 
guages understood  by  the  word  altar;  which,  in  its 
strict  and  most  proper  meaning,  is  correlative  to 
sacrifice.  Nay,  he  contradicts  himself,  for  he  granted, 
as  we  have  just  seen,  the  Archbishop's  statement 
that  "an  altar  necessarily  supposes  a  sacrifice,"  using 
this  word  in  its  proper  meaning,  as  it  is  a  special 
and  supreme  act  of  worship  to  God.  In  a  word, 
an  altar  necessarily  implies  that  a  sacrifice  in  its  strict 
sense  is  offered  upon  it  to  God,  although  it  does 
not  necessarily  imply  that  the  sacrifice  must  be  a 
bloody  one.  Hence,  as  the  Apostle  says  that  we 
Christians  have  an  altar,    he  says  that  we  havo 

a  true  sacrifice^  in  the  strictest  acceptation  of  that 
39* 
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word,  to  be  offered  upon  it.  This  is  tlie  unbloody 
sacrifice  offered  in  tbe  GatboliG  Obuicb,  and  predicted 
by  Malacbias. 

In  this  connection,  we  call  the  attention  of  the 
Doctor,  first  to  the  fact  that  in  the  Greek  text  we  read 
dvaiaaTTJpiov,  which  word,  according  to  the  lesson  he 
has  so  kindly  given  to  the  Archbishop,  expresses  un- 
mistakably the  idea  of  a  true  sacrifice  offered  upon 
it,  for  it  is  derived  from  i^vaid^u)  or  ^voi^  The  second 
point  is  that  so  intimately  connected  are  the  altar 
and  the  sacrifioe,  strictly  and  properly  consideced, 
that  the  Anglican  authors  of  the  Prayer  Book,  who 
denied  that  the  Holy  Eucharist  is  the  sacrifice  of  the 
New  Law,  changed  the  altar  into  the  '^  Lord 'stable,'' 
as  we  read  in  '^  the  order  for  the  administration  of  the 
Lord's  supper,  or  Holy  Communion.''  Thirdly  we 
invite  him  to  reflect  upon  these  weighty  words  of 
Theodoret  commenting  on  St.  Paul's  text,  Heb.  xiiL 
10  :  "  We  have  an  altar  whereof  they  have  no  power 
to  eat  who  serve  the  tabernacle.  Our  altar  is  far 
superior  to  that  of  the  Old  Law :  that  altar  is  the 
shadow  of  this.  That  one  receives  victims  not  en- 
dowed with  reason;  this,  a  rational  and  divine  oneJ' 

The  Archbishop,  in  a  few  but  very  appropriate 
lines,  proves  the  sacrifice  of  the  New  Law  offered  in 
the  celebration  of  the  Mass,  by  the  prophetic  words  of 
the  Ps.  cix.  4  (Protest,  ex.  4),  explained  by  the 
Apostle.      "St  Paul,''  he  says  (p.   357),  "calls 
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Jesus  '  a  priest  forever  according  to  the  order  of 
Melclusedech.'  He  is  named  a  priesty  because  He 
offers  sacrifice;  a  "pnesi  forever ^  because  His  sacrifice 
if^  perpetual;  according  to  the  order  of  Melchisedech^ 
because  he  offers  up  consecrated  bread  and  wine, 
which  were  prefigured  by  the  bread  and  wine  offered 
by  '  Melchisedech,  the  priest  of  the  Most  High' 
(Gren.  xiv.  18)."  This  argument  was  too  strong  to 
be  refuted.  The  Doctor  disguises  it,  and,  by  a  pass- 
ing but  groundless  remark,  he  hopes  to  tone  down 
its  effect.  He  says  (p.  309) :  ^'  After  remarking,  on 
Psalm  ex.  4,  that  our  Lord  is  '  a  priest  forever j^  be- 
cause his  sacrifice  is '  perpetual/  which,  if  he  means  by 
it  perpetual  offering,  is  in  conflict  with  Heb.  x.  10-14, 
the  Archbishop  passes  on  to  the  unwritten  word." 

But  the  stratagem  will  be  easily  detected  by  those 
who  seek  the  truth,  and  they  will  readily  perceive 
that  the  Archbishop's  argument  is  by  no  means  in 
conflict  with  the  Apostle,  and  that  it  expresses  the 
common  doctrine  of  the  Fathers. 

The  Apostle,  in  the  passage  quoted,  contrasts  the 
sacrifice  of  Jesus  Christ  for  the  redemption  and 
sanctification  of  all  men  with  the  sacrifices  of  the 
Old  Law,  which  were  insufficient  for  the  remission  of 
sins,  and  only  a  figure  of  the  all-sufficient  sacrifice  of 
Christ.  The  Apostle  says  that  our  Divine  Saviour, 
by  the  sacrifice  of  His  body  on  the  cross,  paid  once 
for  all  the  price  of  our  ransom,  merited  the  remission 
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of  our  sins  and  the  necessary  graces  for  our  sancti- 
fication :  — ^for  wbicli  no  other  sacrifice  is  needed.  But 
we  do  not  say  that  in  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass,  Christ 
offers  Himself  again  in  a  new  sacrifice  for  our  redemp- 
tion and  sanctification.  The  same  sacrifice  which 
was  once  offered  on  Oalvary  in  a  bloody  mani^er,  is 
now  represented  and  renewed  in  an  unbloody  manner 
in  the  Mass,  in  acknowledgment  of  the  supreme 
dominion  of  God  over  us,  in  thanksgiving  for  all  His 
benefits,  and  for  the  purpose  of  applying  to  ourselves 
the  merits  of  Christ's  redemption.  We  say  the  same 
sacrifice  once  offered  by  Christ  on  the  cross  is  now 
daily  represented  and  renewed;  for  it  has  the  same 
High  Priest,  Jesus  Christ,  and  the  same  victim,  Christ 
Himself. 

Let  us  listen  to  St.  John  Chrysostom,  who  explains 
this  truth  admirably  in  his  17th  Hom.,  n.  3,  on  the 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  :  "  We  always  offer  up  the 
same,  not  in  sooth  one  sheep  to-day,  another  to- 
morrow, but  always  the  same.  Wherefore,  the  sacri- 
fice is  one  on  this  account.  Since  it  is  offered  up  in 
many  places  are  there  also  many  Christs  ?  By  no 
means;  but  one  Christ  everywhere,  who  is  entire 
here  and  entire  there,  one  body.  Since,  then,  He 
that  is  offered  up  in  many  places  is  one  body  and  not 
many  bodies,  so  also  is  the  sacrifice  one.  Our  High 
Priest  is  He  that  offered  up  that  victim  which  cleanses 
us.   Thai  same  victim  do  wb  offer  up  also  now,  which 
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was  then  offered,  wbicb  cannot  be  consumed.  This 
takes  place  in  remembrance  of  that  which  was  then 
done :  ^for  do  this  far  a  commemoration  of  me^  He 
says.  Not  a  different  sacrifice,  as  did  the  high 
priest  [of  the  Mosaic  law],  but  the  same  do  we  al- 
ways make,  the  rather  we  make  the  commemora- 
tion of  the  sacriffce." 

Would  the  reader  believe  that,  in  order  to  support 
his  attack  against  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass,  Dr. 
Steams  had  recourse  to  the  pitiful  subterfuge  of 
quoting  only  the  last  sentence  from  the  above  pas- 
sage, shaped  to  his  purpose,  as  follows  (p.  306): 
*^Say8  St.  Chrysostom  (Hom.  xvii.in  Heb.):  *  There 
is  but  one  sacrifice :  we  do  not  offer  another  sacri- 
fice, but  continually  the  same :  or  rather ^  we  make 
a  memorial  qf  the  sacrifice,^  fiaXXov  6k  dvdfivriaiv 
ipya^ofie'&a  Qvoiagl^ 

Here  also  we  may  be  allowed  to  quote  from  St.  John 
Chrysostom  another  beautiful  passage  from  among 
many  on  the  same  subject  (Hom.  1  de  Prodit.  Judae, 
n.  6) :  ^'  Christ  is  present,  and  He  that  set  forth  that 
table,  the  same  sets  forth  this  now.  For  it  is  not 
man  that  makes  the  things  that  lie  open  to  view  be- 
come Christ's  body  and  blood,  but  that  same  Christ 
that  was  sacrificed  for  us.  The  priest,  fulfilling  his 
office,  stands  pronouncing  those  words :  but  the  power 
and  the  grace  is  of  God.  This  is  my  body,  He  says. 
This  word  transmutes  the  things  that  lie  open  to 
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view.  And  as  that  word  that  said,  increase  and 
multiply  J  and  fid  the  earthy  was  pronounced  indeed 
but  oncC;  but  through  all  time  is  actually  operative 
on  our  nature  for  the  procreation  of  children ;  so  also 
that  word,  uttered  but  once,  makes  from  that  time  to 
this,  and  till  His  own  advent,  the  sacrifice  perfect,  at 
every  table  in  the  Churches." 

That  the  Fathers  taught  Christ  our  Lord  to  be  a 
priest  according  to  the  order  of  Melchisedech,  on  ac- 
count of  the  sacrifice  of  the  Holy  Eucharist  which  He 
once  offered  by  Himself  on  the  eve  of  His  passion, 
and  which  is  now  being  daily  ofiered  by  the  ministry 
of  His  priests,  is  so  evident  a  fact,  that  for  anyone 
having  a  slight  knowledge  of  Patristic  Theology  no 
demonstration  is  needed.  As  representatives  of  the 
common  doctrine,  we  quote  for  Dr.  Steams,  St 
Cyprian,  St.  Jerome  and  St.  Augustine. 

St.  Cyprian  (Ep.  ad  Csecil.  63,  n.  4)  after  having 
spoken  of  the  sacrifice  of  Melchisedech  as  a  type  of 
the  sacrifice  of  the  Holy  Eucharist — "we  see  the 
sacrament  of  the  Lord's  sacrifice  prefigured  in  the 
priest  Melchisedech'' — concludes  with  these  words: 
"  Thus,  then,  in  Genesis,  that  the  blessing  given  by 
the  priest  Melchisedech  to  Abraham  might  be  duly 
celebrated,  a  figure  of  the  sacrifice  of  Christ  goes 
before,  appointed,  to  wit,  in  bread  and  wine:  which 
thing  the  Lord  perfecting  and  fulfilling,  ofiered  bread 
and  the  chalice  mingled  with  wine,  and  He  who  is  the 
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ftOness  of  trutli  fulfilled  the  truth  of  the  prefigured 
image.'' 

St.  Jerome  (Com.  in  Evang.  Matth.  lib.  4,  c.  26) 
speaks  as  follows :  ''  After  the  typical  pasch  was  ful- 
filled and  he  had  eaten  the  fiesh  of  the  lamb  with  the 
Apostles,  he  takes  bread  which  comforts  the  heart  of 
man  and  passes  over  to  the  true  sacrament  of  the 
pasch,  that  as  in  the  prefiguring  of  it,  Melchisedech, 
the  priest  of  the  most  high  God,  had  offered  bread 
and  wine,  he  would  represent  it  also  in  the  truth  of 
His  body  and  hhodP  And  again  (Lib.  Quaest.  Heb. 
in  Gen.  c.  14,  v.  18):  "But  inasmuch  as  he  says: 
'  Thou  art  a  priest  forever  according  to  the  order  of 
Melchisedech'  (Ps.  cix.  4),  our  mystery  is  signified 
in  the  word  order  x  not  through  Aaron,  irrational 
victims  being  sacrificed,  but  bread  and  wine  being 
offered,  that  is  the  body  and  blood  qfour  Lord  Jesm.^^ 

St.  Augustine  (in  Ps.  33,  n.  5)  says :  "  The  Jewish 
sacrifice  was  fonnerly,  as  you  know,  according  to  the 
order  of  Aaron,  in  victims  of  animals,  and  this  in  a 
mystery  5  as  yet  there  was  not  the  sacrifice  of  the 
body  and  blood  of  the  Lord,  a  thing  which  the  faith- 
ful and  they  who  have  read  the  Gospel  know  5  which 
sacrifice  is  now  diffused  throughout  the  whole  world. 
Set  before  your  eyes,  therefore,  the  two  sacrifices, 
both  the  former,  according  to  the  order  of  Aaron,  and 
the  latter,  according  to  the  order  of  Melchisedech. 
For  it  is  written :  '  the  Lord  hath  sworn  and  he  will 
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not  repent^  thou  art  a  priest  forever  aooording  to  the 
order  of  Melcbisedecb.'  Of  whom  is  it  said '  thou  art 
a  priest  forever  ac€M:>rding  to  the  order  of  Melchise- 
decb  V  Of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  And  in  the  sec- 
ond part  of  the  exposition  of  the  same  psalm,  the 
same  Doctor,  speaking  again  of  the  sacrifice  of  the 
New  Law,  says  (n.  2):  '^  He  (Christ)  of  His  body  and 
blood  instituted  the  sacrifice  according  to  the  order 
of  Melcbisedech.'' 

This  doctrine  is  several  times  explained  by  the 
great  AMcan  Doctor  in  his  work  De  Civ.  Dei  lib.  16, 
c.  20  'f  and  in  the  same  work  (lib.  17,  c.  9,  n  20)  we 
read :  '^  The  Priest  Himself,  the  Mediator  of  the  New 
Testament  exhibits  the  table  of  His  own  body  and 
blood  according  to  the  order  of  Melchisedech :  for 
that  sacrifice  has  succeeded  all  those  sacrifices  of  the 
Old  Testament  which  were  ofiered  up  as  a  pre- 
figorement  of  the  future." 

In  spite  of  these  passages,  to  which  many  similar 
ones  could  be  added,  the  Bev.  Chaplain  of  Easton 
cites  St.  Augustine  in  support  of  his  assertion  that 
the  Holy  Eucharist  is  not  a  true  sacrifice.  He 
quotes  (p.  306)  the  following  words  of  the  Holy  Doctor 
(contra  Faustum  XX.  18) :  ^'  Christians  now  cele- 
brate the  memorial  of  the  same  fuUp  finished 
sacrifice,  by  sacred  oblation,  and  participation 
of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ.''  "  Undo  jam 
Christiani  peracii  ejusdem  sacrificii  memoriam  cele- 
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brant,  sacrosancta  oblatione  et  pardcipatione  corporis 
et  sanguinis  Christi  f — as  if  the  Holy  Eucharist  were 
not  at  the  same  time  a  true  sacrifice  and  a  memorial 
of  the  bloody  sacrifice  of  Calvary  j — as  if  St.  Augus- 
tine had  not  expressed  this  idea  even  in  the  very 
words  just  quoted,  by  saying,  "memoriam  celebrant, 
sacrosancta  oblatione  corporis  et  sanguinis  Christi  f 
— ^as  if  in  the  same  breath  the  Holy  Doctor  had  not 
clearly  spoken  of  our  sacrifice,  adding:  "Whereas 
the  Manichees,  not  knowing  what  is  to  be  con- 
demned in  the  sacrifices  of  the  heathens,  and  what 
is  to  be  understood  in  the  sacrifices  of  the  Hebrews, 
and  what  is  to  be  held  and  observed  in  the  sacrifice 
qf  Christians^  offer  their  own  vanity  as  a  sacred  rite 
to  the  devil  who  has  deceived  them  j" — ^as  if  he  had 
not  said  there  again  (c.  21) :  "  To  sacrifice  to  God 
on  the  shrines  of  the  martyrs,  which  we  very  frequent- 
ly do,  with  that  rite  with  which  He  commanded 
sacrifice  to  be  offered  to  Him  in  the  manifestation 
of  the  New  Testament :  which  belongs  to  that  wor- 
ship, which  is  called  latria  and  is  due  to  God  alone." 
The  Archbishop  had  said  (p.  351):  "We  find  sacri- 
fices existing  not  only  among  Jews  who  worshipped 
the  true  God,  but  also  among  Pagans  and  idolatrous 
nations.''  Dr.  Steams,  failing  to  catch  the  purport 
of  the  words,  remarks  (p.  307) :  "  As  if  Pagans,  in 
their  worship,  were  examples  for  Christians !  He  (the 

Archbishop)  talks  also  of  the  Patriarchal  and  Jewish 
40 
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sacrifices  of  vicHms^  as  if  tlie  Apofitle  had  not  tanglit 
US  (Heb.  yii«,  viiL,  ix.,  x.)  that  tliej  have  all  heea/td- 
fiUed  and  brought  to  an  end  in  the  one  sacrifice  of  the 
One  victimj  on  Calvary." 

No  one  denies  that  the  sacrifices  of  the  Old  Teslia- 
ment  were  fulfilled  and  brought  to  an  end.  Thej 
were  typical,  to  figure  the  sacrifice  of  Galvaryy  by 
which  the  ransom  for  the  sins  of  the  world  bad  to  be 
paid  to  divine  justice  and  the  redemption  of  mankind 
accomplished.  This  is  what  the  Apostle  teaches  us 
in  the  chapters  quoted  by  Dr.  Steams*  But  the  bloody 
sacrifice  of  Christ  on  the  cross  once  ofii^red  up  to  God 
for  our  redemption  did  not  prevent  our  Lord  from  in- 
stituting in  His  Church  a  perpetual  unbloody  sacr^ 
fice,  by  which  that  of  Calvary  should  be  represented, 
his  memorial  perpetuated  to  the  end  of  the  worldy 
and  its  salutary  efficacy  for  the  remission  of  sins, 
daily  committed  by  us,  should  be  applied  to  us,  as 
we  have  already  described.  As  the  sacrifice  of  tha 
cross  does  not  exclude  Baptism,  and  other  Sacraments, 
by  which  we  are  cleansed  from  sin,  renewed  and 
sanctified;  so  it  does  not  exclude  the  unbloody  sac- 
rifice of  the  Holy  Eucharist,  whidi  vividly  represents 
it,  and  is  one  with  it,  inasmuch  as  in  both  we  have 
the  same  High  Priest  and  the  same  victim. 

We  said  that  the  Doctor  did  not  catch  the  Ardk- 
bishop's  meaning  when  he  wrote  the  above  criticism 
with  regard  to  sacrifices  ofi*ered  up  among  Pagans 
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and  idolatrous  nations.  The  AioKbisbop's  purpose 
was  to  prove  that  sacrifice  in  its  proper  meaning 
has  always^  by  common  consent,  been  considered  the 
principal  act  of  worsh'p.  Hence,  he  concludes  that 
we  must  find  a  true  sacrifice  ofiered  up  to  God  in  the 
Christian  Church,  unless  we  would  admit, — ^what  no 
thmking  Christian  will  believe^ — ^that  Christ  our  Lord 
did  not  wish  to  grant  to  His  Church  the  best  and 
highest  means  of  glorifying  God  and  of  showing  our 
absolute  submission  to  Him.  But,  if  it  be  granted 
that  the  Christian  Church  has  its  own  sacrifice,  insti- 
tuted by  our  Lord^  this  sacrifice  must  be  the  celebra- 
tion of  the  Holy  Eucharist ;  for  no  other  rite  of  the 
Christian  Church  can  be  called  a  sacrifice,  in  its 
strict  and  proper  meaning  ;  and  the  sacrifice  of  the 
cross  cannot  be  ''the  sticr^ice  of  the  Christian 
Church.''  In  fstct,  the  sacrifice  of  the  cross,  as  that 
of  redemptionf  is  for  all  men,  not  for  Christians  alone ; 
it  was  offered  up  to  God,  and  it  cannot  be  offered  up 
on  our  altars  as  a  visible  and  true  sacrifice  unto  the 
consummation  of  the  world. 

A  victim  worthy  of  God  we  have  in  the  Holy 
Eucharist,  that  is  Christ  himself  f  and  He  is  there  as 
a  victim,  for  His  body  being  consecrated  under  the 
species  of  bread,  and  His  blood  under  that  of  wine. 
He  is  there  in  such  a  state  as  to  become  our  food  and 
drink. 

Shall  we  now  pass  over  to  the  argument  from  tra- 
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dition  to  prove  the  Holy  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass  f  The 
passages  already  culled  &om  the  Fathers,  by  them- 
selves, show  it  to  evidence ;  and  the  reader  knows 
what  he  has  to  think  of  the  few  words  from  St.  Ohrys- 
ostom  and  St.  Augostine  mustered  against  us  by  the 
Rev.  Dr.  Steams. 

Along  with  them  he  quotes  Ridley  (the  "Martyr'^ 
he  calls  him);  but  we  shall  leave  it  to  any  man  of 
sense  to  judge  of  the  propriety  of  calling  forth  as  a 
witness  in  the  present  case,  from  among  the  Eng- 
lish Protestant  Prelates  of  the  sixteenth  century,  one 
of  the  bitterest  denouncers  of  the  religion  of  his 
fathers.* 

We  are  glad,  however,  to  ofTer  to  our  readers  for 
their  instruction  and  edification  some  more  texts  se- 
lected from  other  Fathers  of  the'  first  five  centiuies, 
in  addition  to  those  already  given  in  this  chapter. 

St.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  in  his  Catech.  xxiii.  Myst 
v.,  in  which  he  explains  the  different  parts  of  the 
liturgy,  says  (n.  9):  "And  (we  pray)  for  the  departed 

believing  this  to  be  a  very  great 

help  to  those  souls  for  which  the  prayer  is  offered  up, 
whilst  the  holy  and  most  tremendous  victim  lies  pres- 
ent ;^^  and  (n.  10)  he  goes  on:  "we  offer  up  Christ 
sacrificed  for  our  sins." 

♦Read  in  *'The  Meu  and  Women  of  the  English  Re- 
formation," by  S.  H.  Biirke,  New  York,  1872,  v.  2,  p.  268. 
what  is  said  of  Ridley. 
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St.  Ambrose  in  his  Commentaries  on  St.  Luke's 
Gospel  (1.  1,  n.  28)  says :  "  Would  that  an  angel 
would  stand  by  us  while  we  incense  the  altars,  while 
we  offer  sacrifice;  yea,  would  that  he  would  show 
himself  visibly.  For  thou  wilt  not  doubt  that  an 
angel  stands  by  when  Christ  stands  by,  when  Christ 
is  immolated."  And  the  same  holy  Doctor,  explain- 
ing that  Christ  our  LcMrd  is  not  only  the  victim 
of  the  sacrifice  offered  up  to  God  by  Chris- 
tians, but  also  the  High  Priest  Himself  offering, 
through  the  ministration  of  His  priests  upon  earth, 
the  sacrifice  of  Himself,  says  (in  Ps.  38,  n.  25) : 
''We  priests  follow  Christ  as  best  we  can,  that  we 
may  offer  sacrifice  for  the  people,  though  lowly  in 
merit  yet  honorable  by  sacrifice;  because  though 
Christ  is  not  now  seen  [with  the  eyes  of  the  body]  to 
offer  sacrifice,  yet  He  Himself  is  offered  on  earth  when 
the  body  of  Christ  is  offered ;  yea.  He  Himself  is 
manifested  as  offering  in  us,  [He]  whose  word  sancti- 
fies the  sacrifice  which  is  offered." 

St.  Gregory  Nazianzen  writing  to  St.  Amphilo- 

ehius,  vividly  describes  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass,  thus 

(Ep.  171,  al.  240) :  "  And  do  not  thou,  O  most  holy 

worshipper  of  God,  delay  to  pray  and  intercede  for  us, 

when  with  a  word  thou  drawest  down  the  Word ; 

when  with  the  voice  for  a  sword,  thou  dividest  with  a 

bloodless  section  the  Lord's  body  and  blood." 

Of  the  same  sacrifice  he  speaks  in  his  2nd  Oration 
40* 
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a^inst  Julian  (n.  29),  calling  it ''  most  pure  and  tm- 
hloody  sacrifice;^  and  in  one  of  his  most  celebrated 
discour^s  (Or.  2,  al.  1,  n.  95)  speaking  of  the  emi- 
nent dignity  of  the  priests  of  the  New  Law,  he 
accurately  distinguishes  the  good  works  and  in- 
ternal acts  of  virtue^  which  are  improperly  and  in  a 
wide  sense  called  sacrifices^  from  the  external  sacri- 
fice,  properly  so  called,  which  is  that  of  the  body  and 
blood  of  our  Lord  in  the  Holy  Eucharist. 

St.  Gaudentius  of  Brescia  (Serm.  2,  ad  Neoph.  de 
Exod.  lectione)  contrasting  the  paschal  lamb  of  the  Old 
Law  which  was  the  image  of  Christ,  with  the  Lamb 
of  God,  says :  "  Under  the  truth  in  which  we  are,  One 
(Christ)  died  for  all;  and  that  same  One,  throughout 
all  the  houses  of  the  Churches,  being  immolated  in 
the  mystery  of  bread  and  wine,  refreshes;  being  be- 
lieved, vivifies ;  being  consecrated,  sanctifies  the  con- 
secrators.  This  is  the  feast  of  the  Lamb,  this  is  His 
blood  ....  Wherefore,  that  same  Creator  and  Lord 
of  nature,  who  out  of  earth  produces  bread,  out  of 
bread  again,  because  He  is  both  able  and  has  prom- 
ised, makes  his  own  body ;  and  He  who  out  of  water 
made  wine,  also  out  of  wine  makes  His  own  blood." 

In  fine,  for  we  must  bring  this  chapter  to  an  end, 
St.  Leo  the  Great  (Serm.  V.  n.  3)  says :  " '  The 
Lord  hath  sworn,  and  He  will  not  repent :  Thou  art  a 
priest  forever,  according  to  the  osder  of  Melchise- 
dech.'    He  [Christ]  is  the  true  and  everlasting  Chief 
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Priest,  whose  ministry  can  undergo  neither  change 
nor  end.  He  it  is,  whose  type  Melchisedech  bore, 
who  offered  to  God  not  Jewish  victims,  but  imino- 
lated  a  sacrifice  of  that  sacrament  which  our  Re- 
deemer consecrated  in  His  own  body  and  blood. 
He  it  is,  whose  priesthood  the  Father,  with  the  strength 
of  an  oath  that  cannot  be  broken,  instituted,  not  to 
pass  away  with  the  existence  of  the  law  according  to 
Aaron,  but  to  be  celebrated  forevery  according  to  the 
order  of  Melchisedech." 

Ancient  liturgies  of  the  Eastern  and  Western 
Churches,  of  all  Oriental  sects,  in  different  languages 
and  forms,  all  agree  in  expressing  most  clearly  this 
one  truth,  that  the  Holy  Eucharist  is  ''  the  sacrifice 
of  the  New. Law.''  A  few  instances  and  we  have 
done.  In  the  '*  Sacramentarium "  of  St.  Leo  and 
St.  Gelasius,  we  read:  "All  the  figures  of  carnal 
victims  being  removed,  with  lowly  subjection,  we 
offer  to  Theo,  Supreme  Father,  a  spiritual  victim, 
which,  by  a  wonderful  and  ineffable  mystery  is  con" 
tintmUy  immolated,  and  is  offered  always  ilie  sameJ* 

In  the  Ambrosian  Mass  we  read :  "  But  how  can 
we  who  have  received  so  great  a  gift  that  we  deserve 
to  offer  to  Thee  such  a  victim,  to  wit,  the  body  and 
blood  qf  our  Lord  Jesus  Christy  despair  of  Thy  mercy  t 
(Christ)  who,  instituting  a  form  of  perpet- 
ual sacrifice  of  salvation,  first  offered  Himself  as  a 
victim  and  first  taught  that  He  was  to  be  offered. 
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This  sacnfioey  therefore,  which  we  offer  Thee  on  ac- 
count of  that  day in  which  our  Lord  Jesus 

Christ,  Thy  Son,  in  the  Kew  Testament  instituted 
the  rite  qf  sacrificej  tolulst  He  tran^armed  tJie  bread 

and  wine into  the  sacrament  qf  Sis  hodjf 

and  blood J^ 

In  the  Mosarabian  Litnrgy  for  Christmas^  this 
prayer  is  prescribed :  "  We,  Thy  unworthy  servants 
and  poor  priests,  immolating  to  Thy  tremendous 
Majesty  spiritual  victims,  offer  to  Thee,  O  God,  an 
immaculate  Victim,  which  the  mother's  womb  pro- 
duced without  injury  to  her  virginity,  which  modesty 
begat,  sanctification  brought  forth,  which  lives  an 
immaculate  Victim  and  living  is  continually  immo- 
lated, a  victim  which  alone  can  please  God,  because 
it  is  the  Lord."  (See  Muratori,  Liturgia  Bomana 
Vetus,  Venetiis,  1748,  t.  1,  pp.  123,  131,  147.) 

In  the  Liturgy  of  St.  John  Chrysostom,  the 
priest  prays :  "  On  account  of  Thy  indescribable  and 
infinite  condescension,  without  change  and  alteration 
Thou  hast  been  made  man,  and  been  caUed  our  Higli 
Priest,  and  hast  given  over  to  us,  as  the  Lord  of  all, 
the  consecration  of  this  solemn  and  unbloody  sacri- 
fice  cast  Thy  eyes  upon  me  a  sinner  and  Thy 

useless  servant,  and  make  me  fit  by  the  power  of 
Thy  Holy  Spirit,  endowed  with  the  grace  of  the 
priesthood,  that  I  may  assist  at  this  Thy  holy  table 
and  consecrate  Thy  holy  and  immaculate  body  and 
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precious  blood.  ...  for  Thou  art  He  who  dost  offer 
and  art  offered,  who  receivest  and  art  distributed, 
Christ  our  God.''  The  same  prayer  we  read  in  the 
Liturgy  of  St.  Basil.  (See  Goar,  Euchologium 
Graecorum,  Lutetiae  Paris,  1647,  p.  72,  et  163). 

In  the  common  Liturgy  of  the  Syriac  Jacobites 
we  read :  "  He  whom  Moses  saw  in  the  bush,  and 
Ezechiel  in  the  chariot,  is  placed  upon  the  altar ^  and 
the  people  receive  Him  and  live.  0  God,  who 
through  Thy  mercy  did'st  receive  the  ancient  sacrifice, 
accept  through  Thy  mercy  our  sacrifice,^ 

In  the  Coptic  Liturgy,  attributed  to  St.  James 
the  Apostle,  we  find :  "  Let  uis  stand  becomingly  and 
pray,  let  us  offer  thanks  and  praise  the  living  Lamb 
which  is  offered  upon  the  altar,  ^  And,  after  the  conse- 
cration, the  priest  says:  "we  offer  to  Thee  this 
tremendous  and  unbloody  sacrifice^  that  you  may  blot 
out  our  sins.''  (See  Muratori,  op.  cit.  pp.  205,  206.) 
The  above  are  merely  specimens. 

Having  before  his  eyes  the  evidences  we  have  pre- 
sented in  this  chapter,  will  not  the  reader  agree  with 
the  Archbishop  in  saying  that  "tradition  with  its 
hundred  tongues,  proclaims  the  perpetual  oblation  of 
the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass,  from  the  time  of  the 
Apostles  to  our  own  days  1" 

Dr.  Steams  was  pleased  to  ridicule  this  expression, 
which  even  fell  short  of  the  truth,  and  compare  it  to 
the  "  Fame"  of  which  Virgil  speaks  in  the  fourth  book 
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of  his  ^neid.  It  would  have  been  well  had  lie  never 
made  the  attempt.  He  has  certainly  been  most 
severely  punished;  for  in  endeavoring  to  adapt  to  his 
purpose  two  lines  of  the  poet,  he  has  given  a  melan- 
choly exhibition  of  his  knowledge  of  Latin  grammar. 
The  Poet's  lines — 

"Multiplici  popnlos  sermone  replebat 
GandenSi  et  pariter  facta  atque  infecta  canebat  ** 

are  thus  metamorphosed  by  the  erudite  Doctor: 

"  Centum  multiloquacibus  ari8{\) 
Gaudentem  et  pariter  fiActa  atque  infeota  canentem.'' 


CHAPTER  XXV. 

BEUGIOUS  CEREMONIES. 

We  must  remind  our  readers  that  under  this  head, 
and  in  this  chapter,  the  Archbishop  confined  himself 
to  Religious  Ceremonies  in  general,  without  refer- 
ence to  any  particular  creed  or  denomination.  Dr. 
Steams,  in  his  counter  chapter,  shifts  the  ground  of 
debate,  and  identifies  the  whole  question  with  Rome. 
We  are  very  much  obliged  for  the  compliment. 

Being  no  fair  and  square  answer  to  the  Arch- 
bishop's chapter,  the  Doctor's  present  effusion  might 
be  reviewed  with  a  simple  transeat  totum,  as  not 
being  to  the  point.  However,  since  his  chapter  is 
meant  for  an  opening  tableau  of  those  horrible  Catho- 
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iremonies,  we  shall  say  a  few  words  about  it, 
then  sum  up  the  Archbishop's  chapter  for  the 
iction  of  our  readers. 

order  the  more  brilliantly  to  attack  and  tii- 
lantly  overthrow  the  ceremonies  of  the  Ghuroh, 
Doctor  advances  armed  with  a  Spanish  story, 
an  old  conundrum  (p.  311).  The  story  is: 
lit  that/'  said  a  Spanish  monarch  to  one  of  hii» 
iers,  "it's  only  a  ceremony."  "Sire,*  replied 
ourtier,  "  the  king  himself  is  but  a  ceremony." 

story  is  like  many  others  we  have  heard;  it 
s  to  the  interesting  part,  and  there,  like  an  ad* 
jement  of  a  novel,  it  stops  short.  We  wonder 
that  monarch  said  or  did  after  that.  Inquisi" 
'  We  are  not  told.  But  we  know  that  many 
ish  kmgs  would  have  cried,  "Off  with  his 
,"  and  that  ceremony  would  have  been  as 
m  and  as  real  as  the  King's  majesty.  Behind 
ich  stories  we  see  and  feel  the  whole  terrible 
ry  of  despotic  power.  Yet  the  Doctor  grave- 
iorms  us  that  "there  is  a  deep  truth  in  this 
y]j  as  also  in  the  old  conundrum:  "What  is 
sty,  stript  of  its  externals  t  A  jest."  So  King 
ard  III.  was  a  jest,  and  Queen  Elizabeth,  and 
)leon,  and  Emperor  William,  are  all  jests !  Is 
the  deep  truth  f  W«ll,  no,  it  is  not  so  deep  as 
lat ;  it  lies  no  deeper  than  the  externals  of  Rome, 
continues  the  writer :  "  Strip  Rome  of  her  ex* 
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temals— those  of  them,  I  mean,  that  are  pecoharly 
hers — and  where  would  she  be  ?"    After  the  Spanisli 
story  and  the  old  conundmmy  one  would  have  ex- 
pected him  to  ask,  "  What  would  she  be  ? ''  and  of 
course  the  answer  would  be  "a  jest.''    This  was  evi- 
dently the  Doctor's  intention ;  and  so  he  confesses 
that  his  whole  book  is  written  against  what  he  calls 
a  jest.     Well,  we  do  not  object  to  such  a  confesdon*, 
nay,  after  that,  we  cordially  forgive  him  every  other 
fault. 

But,  with  the  Doctor's  leave,  we  will  now  take  otiir 
stand  with  him  on  the  basis  of  the  Spanish  story  and^ 
the  old  conundrum,  and  ask  in  our  turn  :  Strip  hi» 
present  chapter  of  its  externals — ^its  buncombe,  we 
mean,  and  its  coarseness — ^and  what  is  left  of  it? 
Nothing:  not  even  a  jest.  In  fact,  putting  the 
swollen  chapter  through  the  homely  process  of '  boil- 
ing it  down,'  there  only  remains  a  little  sediment  in 
the  shape  of  one  gratuitous  assertion,  without  a  trace 
of  pre-existing  argument.  The  bald  assertion  is,  that 
while  Geneva  went  to  one  extreme,  and  Rome  to  the 
other  in  religious  ceremonies,  the  English  Eeformers 
kept  to  '•'  the  golden  mean  "  (p.  312).  To  support 
this  assertion  the  Doctor  quotes  a  long  unintelligible 
passage  from  one  of  his  celebrated  works,  "  An  Af- 
terpiece to  the  Comedy  of  Convocation."  "We  merely 
remark  that  this  specimen-passage  alone  makes  it  a 
worthy  q/ferpiece  every  way.    All  that  the  Doctor 


RELIOIOnS  CEREMONIES.  -  481 

does  in  this  quotation,  is  to  impose  his  personal 
authority  on  all  Christians,  somewhat  after  the  man- 
ner of  a  Pope.  Here  is  his  curious  argument  boiled 
down: 

This  my  assertion  is  true,  if  elsewhere  I  made  the 
Bame  assertion ;  But  elsewhere  I  did  make  the  same 
assertion : — Therefore  ! 

Beside  this  boiled-down  chapter,  we  shall  now 
place  a  summary  of  the  Archbishop's  substantial 
original.  The  reader  will  thank  us  at  least  for  the 
pleasant  contrast. 

We  again  remind  the  reader  that  the  chapter  is 
not  on  "Catholic  Ceremonies,''  but  on  "Religious 
Ceremonies"  in  general.  Accordingly,  the  Arch- 
Ijishop  proceeds  to  show,  that  in  the  worship  of  God, 
the  use  of  religious  ceremonies  is  dictated  by  right 
reason,  was  made  obligatory  by  Almighty  God  in 
the  Old  Law,  and  received  the  sanction  of  Jesus 
Christ  in  the  New.  That  it  is  dictated  by  right 
reason,  is  proved  from  man's  very  nature.  A  com- 
pound of  body  and  soul,  man  must  offer  to  his  Maker 
the  twofold  homage  of  body  and  soul,  that  is,  an 
external  as  well  as  an  internal  worship.  Moreover, 
this  law  of  man's  nature  furnishes  its  own  unanswer- 
able proof  in  genuine  piety,  which  cannot  long  re- 
main walled  up  in  the  heart,  but  must  perforce  maiii- 
fest  itself  outwardly  in  external  practices  of  religion. 

Hence,  though  interior  and  exterior  worship  are  di&- 
41 
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tinct,  they  cannot  be  separated  in  the  present  Mc^^ 
Therefore,  the  Archbishop  correctly  remarks  (p.  367] 
that  ^Hhough  the  fruit  of  piety  does  not  consist 
exterior  forms,  it  must  however  be  fostered  by  sonu 
outward  observance^  or  it  will  sopn  decay.     Ther^^^ 
is  as  close  a  relation  between  devotion  and 
menial,  as  exists  between  the  baxk  and  the  £niit  of  < 
tree.''    Hence  too,  the  universal  symbolism  of 
ligion.     "  No  one,"  says  Goorge  P.  Fisher^  in 
Princeton  Beview,  ''can  escape  from  symbolism 
gether.     The  strictest  Puritan  kneels  in  prayer, 
the  act  of  kneeling  not  only  expresses,  but 
facilitates  the  inward  prostration  of  the  spirit.     It  u 
the  form,  the  visible  embodiment,  the  material 
vestiture  of  the  spiritual  act.     Even  the  Quaker 
his  meeting,  in  his  sober  mien,  his  quiet,  expectant- 
attitude,  expresses  that  waiting  for  the  silent  coming 
of  the  Spirit  which  is  the  posture  of  his  mind  .... 
There  is  a  ritual  of  etiquette,  of  friendship,  of  social 
intercourse,  as  well  as  of  religion.'' — {Princeton  JB^ 
vieWy  January^  1880,  j?.  171.) 

In  the  second  place,  Almighty  God  considered 
ceremonial  so  mdispensable  to  interior  worship,  that 
He  prescribed  most  minutely  and  in  detail  the  various 
rites  and  ceremonies  which  the  Jewish  priests  aad 
people  were  to  observe  in  their  public  worship.  In 
fact,  what  else  is  the  entire  Book  of  Levitions  but 
an  elaborate  ritual  of  the  Jewish  Church  f 
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Finally,  our  Saviour  himBelf,  though  He  came  to 
)8tliblish  a  worship  far  more  spiritual  than  that  of  the 
Fews,  did  not  discard  the  outward  forms  and  cere- 
nonies  of  worship.  He  himself  was  wont  to  perform 
■eligious  acts  with  appropriate  ceremonies.  The 
Archbishop  quotes  several  passages  from  the  Gospels 
o  prove  this  statement,  and  having  corroborated  his 
K)^tion  with  two  more  quotations,  one  from  the 
Apostle  St.  James  (ch.  v.),  and  another  from  the  Apoc- 
ilypse,  concludes  (p.  370)  with  the  following  words : — 
'  Strange  would  it  be,  if  God,  who  in  the  dispensa- 
ion  past,  and  that  to  come  hereafter,  is  seen  delight- 
ing in  external  majesty,  should  have  deprived  the 
Dhristian  Church  (the  living  link  between  the  past 
and  future)  of  all  external  glory.  'For,'  as  St. 
Paul  (II.  Cor.  iii.  9)  says,  '  if  the  ministration  of 
oondemnation  be  glory,  much  more  the  ministration 
of  justice  aboundeth  ingloiy."' 

Here  then,  we  have  the  pith  of  the  two  chapters 
standing  out  in  very  instructive  contrast.  It  is  hardly 
necessary  to  add,  that  no  reasonable  man  would  ven- 
ture to  deny  the  arguments  of  th«  Archbishop  in  this 
chapter.  Dr.  Steams  fairly  dodges  them.  What 
makes  him  mad,  and  what  has  always  made  men  of 
hid  stamp  mad,  when  they  found  themselves  baffled 
and  silenced  by  argument,  is  the  wht^e  Catholic 
Church,  and  above  all  her  externals.  No  wonder, 
then,  that  they  fly  at  them  as  so  many  flaring  red 
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and  purple  colors ;  no  wonder  that  their  last  reso^ 
must  always  be  the  redoubtable  "scarlet  woma^^ 
of  Babylon'' !     Protestant  champions  of  all  tha;^ 
same  kidney  have  shaken  her  at  as  these  thre^^ 
hundred  years,  as  if  we  could  be  baited  like  bulls  ^^ 
but  now  she  is  in  rags  and  tatters,  and  as  harm- 
less in  religious  strife  as  the  "bloody  shirt''  is 
politics.     But  the  Doctor  has  not  realized  this  yet 
He  dresses  up  the  nasty  old  woman  again  for  o\ 
special  benefit,  and  shakes  her  lustily  at  us  with  boti 
hands,  and  cries  (p.  313):  "  Of  course,  no  church  will^^ 
put  on  this  coat  unless  it  fits;  unless  a  scarlet-rol 
ritual  is  its  peculium,^^    Very  true !     He  may  keej 
her.    We  would  not  even  touch  her.    We  would  not 
even  in  decency  talk  about  her.     But  if  the  Doctoi 
is  looking  for  a  Church  on  which  such  a  coat  is  to  fit, 
he  has  gone  a  great  way  to  find  her.     Ho  might  as 
well  have  staid  at  home.    He  might  as  well  just  stay 
where  ho  is,  and  shake  the  old  thing  at  his  terrified 
Ritualistic  brethren.     Why  did  he  not  pack  up  and 
hurry  away  to  Grace  Church,  Newark,  the  other  day, 
to  be  in  time  for  the  "  consecration  "  of  the  Bishop  of" 
Northern  New  Jersey  1    The  religious  ceremonies  on 
that  momentous  occasion  were  "  elaborate  and  im- 

• 

posing."  Six  Bishops  in  procession  together  with 
choristers,  priests,  and  prelates,  preceded  by  aproces- 
sionalcrosSj  ascended  the  altar  on  which  stood  lighted 
candles.    We  have  been  told  that  the  Rev.  Dr. 
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Stephen  H.  Tyng,  Jr.,  regarded  all  these  ceremonies 
as  ^' worse  than  nonsense'';  whHe  his  brother,  the 
Bev.  H.  Gk>odwin  found  them  ^'  tame,  very  tame,  for 
{he  consecration  of  a  Bishop  of  onr  Ghnrch,''  and  in- 
forms ns  that  in  his  Ohorch,  the  House  of  Prayer,  he 
has  surplieed  choristers,  lighted  aliar  candles j  proces- 
siancU  crosSj  etc.  (See  The  Catholic  Beview,  Feb. 
7,  1880.) 


CHAPTER  XXVI. 

CKBBMONIES  OF  THE  MASS — ^THB  l^g«AT^   XTa 

HAYiNa  proved  the  necessity  of  religions  coe- 
■monies,  the  Archbidiop  goes  on  to  exjJain  those 
which  are  nsed  at  the  Mass,  the  most  solemn  service 
iof  ihe  Catholic  Liturgy,  and  for  this  purpose  invites 
''his  dear  reader  to  walk  together  with  him  into  a 
Catholic  Church  in  time  to  assist  at  the  late  Mass.^ 
The  Doctor  declines  &e  invitation  and  jHieferB  to  re- 
main outside,  alleging  as  a  reason,  that  ''  a  man  is 
known  by  the  company  he  keeps  ^  (p.  314).  If  he 
finds  the  company  oatdlde  the  ^urch  more  to  his 
taste,  of  course  we  can  only  expiess  our  regret,  the 
more  so  that  he  misses  a  good  upportunity  of  learning 
§amething  about  Catholic  doctrine  and  practice. 

liCt  us  hear  now  how  he  discourses  of  tlnngs  he  will 

ndt  go  in  to  soe.     In  the  first  place,  he  agrees  wit 
41» 
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the  Archbishop  that  ^Hhe  Canon  of  the  Mass  never 
varies  thronghout  the  year,  and  descends  to  ns  from 
the  first  ages  of  the  Chnrch,  with  scarcely  the  addi- 
tion of  a  word''  (p.  314);  but,  for  all  that,  he  finds 
some  things  '^objectionable  in  the  wards  of  the 
Canon  proper."  "Leave  out,"  he  says  (p.  314), 
'*  the  word  hostf  Lat.  hostiay  which  means  victim.  .  . 
.  .  leave  out  also  the  oblique  invocation.  •  .  •  of  the 
Virgin  and  the  Saints,  'by  whose  merits  and  prayers 
grant '  etc.,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  Canon  that  I 
should  object  to ;  and  nothing  that  any  (Trinitarian) 
Protestant  would  object  to,  except  the  'Commemoration 
of  the  Dead'.  .  .  .  which  is  certainly  primitive, 
being  found  in  all  the  early  liturgies." 

As  we  have  said  enough  in  the  chapter  on  Purga- 
tory to  show  "  any  (Trinitarian)  Protestant "  how 
unreasonable  it  is  to  object  to  the  Commemoration  of 
the  Dead,  and  to  show  the  Doctor  how  that  Com- 
memoration is  to  be  understood,  we  shall  proceed  at 
once  to  consider  the  "  oblique  invocation  "  and  "  the 
objectionable  words  of  the  Canon  proper."  Our 
readers  are  probably  disposed  to  suspect  by  this  time 
that  the  very  fact  of  the  Doctor's  objecting  to 
any  practice  of  the  Catholic  Church  is  of  itself 
a  strong  presumption  that  that  practice  is  dearly 
taught  by  the  Fathers.  And  so,  indeed,  it  is 
with  regard  to  the  "oblique  invocation"  in  "the 
Canon  proper."      The    Sacramentarium    of    Grda- 
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AnBy  voL  I.,  p.  695,  (ed.  Muratori,  1748)  gives 
the  "oblique  invocation''  precisely  in  the  form  and 
connection  which  the  Doctor  considers  objectionable 
"...  the  Virgin  Mary  ....  and  the  Saints  by 
whose  merits  and  prayers  grant,  etc.''  It  may  also  be 
found  without  the  change  of  a  syllable  in  the  Sacra- 
mentaiium  of  St.  Gregory,  vol.  II.,  p.  2,  (same 
edition).  In  the  Liturgy  of  St.  John  Chrysostom, 
by  Gear,  p.  78  (Paris,  1647),  the  "Canon  proper" 
contains  the  same  "oblique invocation:"  "  ....  by 
whose  prayers  protect  us,  etc.  j"  and  in  the  Liturgy  of 
St.  Basil,  p.  170,  (Gear,  Paris,  1647),  it  is  given  in 
the  same  order.  With  these  authorities  before  his 
eyes,  let  the  Doctor  read  the  following  from  the 
letter  of  Vigilius  to  Eutherius  (Migne,  P.  L.  t.  69) : 
"We  have,  through  the  goodness  of  God,  received 
the  Canon  [with  the  ^oblique  invocation'  and  'ob- 
jectionable words']  from  Apostolical  tradition,"  and 
tell  us  if  he  .thinks  he  is  in  harmony  with  the  faith 
of  our  Forefathers. 

"I  said,"  continues  the  Doctor  (p.  315),  "There 
was  very  little  to  object  to  in  the  words  of  the 
'Canon  of  the  Mass'  [and  we  have  shown  that  he 
should  not  object  even  to  that  little]  j  in  the  deeds,  on 
the  other  hand — the  elevation  of  the  Host,  for  instance, 
as  enjoined  in  the  rubric — ^there  is  everything  to 
object  to  'j  it  has  no  warrant  in  the  (uninterpolated) 
primitive  liturgies,  or  in  the  usage  of  the  Church  for 


488     THE  TRUE  FAITH  OF  OUR   FOftBt'AlAEBS. 

tbe  first  six  Imndred  years  and  more  ]  it  catte  In 
transnbstantiatioii,  and  it  will  go  out  witli  it.'' 
it  did  come  in  with  tnlnsabstantiationy  amd  it  will 
oat  with  it.  But  when  did  trandabstamtiatioii  ^cemi 
in,  and  when  will  it  go  oat  f  It  came  in,  as  we  htky^ 
Been  (chapt.  22),  when  Christ  prononnoed  tibe  worAs 
''This  is  my  body,''  "  This  is  my  blood,''  and  it  wffl 
go  ont  when  there  shall  no  longer  be  a  priest  ki  the 
Church  to  fulfil  His  precept,  *'  Do  this  for  a  Com- 
memoration of  me."  How  long  it  will  be  iaSl  tiuit 
time  comes,  the  Doctor  does  not  Tenture  to  foretell; 
bid;  we  assure  him,  on  the  best  authority,  it  will  not 
be  '*  until  the  consummation  of  the  world."  (MattdL 
ixviii.  20.) 

But  what  of  his  assertion  that ''  the  tkvaUon  'qfHie 
hostj  as  enjoined  in  the  rubric,  has  no  warrant  hi  the 
usage  of  the  Church  for  the  first  six  hundred  years 
and  more  f  "  It  is  one  of  the  many  he  has  pat  on 
record  to  his  own  confusion.  Here  are  the  words  of 
the  rubric  of  the  Missal,  of  which  he  speaks?  "The 
celebrant  holding  the  host  between  his  thumbs  and 
forefingers  above  the  altar  ....  genuflecting  odSwiw 
it.  Then  rising,  he  elevates  the  host  as  high  as  he 
can  conveniently,  and,  with  his  eyes  fixed  upon  it- 
....  exposes  it  to  be  reverently  adored  by  the 
people."  The  rubric  therefore  enjoins  both  priest 
and  people  to  adore.  Let  us  now  see  if  the  Fathers 
''of  the  first  six  hundred  years  and  more"  knew 
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anything  about  this  elevation  and  adoration  which  the 
Doctor  says  were  not  practised  in  their  time. 

In  the  Liturgy  ascribed  to  St.  John  Ghrysostomy 
which  the  Doctor  himself  quotes  against  us  (p.  218) 
we  read  as  follows :  "  Then  the  Priestj  together  with 
the  Deacon,  adores  ....  saying  three  times  in 
secret,  O  God,  be  propitious  to  me  a  sinner.  And 
all  the  people  in  like  manner  devoutly  adore.  When 
he  sees  the  Priest  extending  his  hands  and  taking 
the  Consecrated  Bread  to  elevate  it,  the  Deacon 
exclaims:  let  ns  attend."  The  same  holy  Doctor 
(in  1  ad  Cor.  hom.  24,  n.  5)  says:  ''This  is  the 
Body  [of  Christ]  which,  even  while  lying  in  the 
manger,  the  Magi  reverenced.  Ungodly  men,  and 
barbarians,  abandoning  their  country  and  their  homes, 
entered  upon  a  long  and  wearisome  journey,  and 
coming  with  fear  and  awe,  adored  him.  Wherefore, 
let  US)  the  citizens  of  heaven,  imitate  at  least  these 
barbarians.  For  when  they  beheld  him  in  the 
manger,  and  in  a  shed,  and  saw  nothing  such  as 
you  now  behold,  they  approached  him  with  awe  and 
trembling.  You  behold  him,  not  in  a  manger,  but 
Wh  an  altar  ;  you  see  not  a  woman  holding  him,  but 
a  priest  standing  by.'' 

St.  Ambrose  (1.  3,  de  Sp.  Sto.  c.  11,  n.  79),  com- 
menting on  the  words,  "  Adore  His  footstool "  (Ps. 
98)  writes :  "  By  footstool,  therefore,  is  understood 
the  earth,  and  by  earth  Christ's  flesh  is  meant,  which 


490     THB  TBUB  FAITH  OF  OUB  FOBEFAtJaERS. 

we  also  tliis  day  adore  in  the  mysteries  [t.  e,  in  thl^ 
Holy  Eucharist],  and  3vrhich  the  Apostles  adored  ia^ 
the  Lord  Jesus.''     St.  Augustine  (in  Ps.  98,  v.  5)^- 
explaining  the  same  words,  says:   ''What  is  hii^ 
footstool?  I  ask; — ^the  Scripture  tells  me,  Hhe  earlH-^ 
is  my  footstoolj    Wavering,  I  turn  to  Christ,  be- 
bause  here  I  look  for  Him,  and  I  find  how  the  eaiih 
may  be  adored  without  impiety,  without  impiety  Hk 
footstool  he  adored.    For  He  took  upon  Him  earth  xA 
the  earth,  since  flesh  is  of  the  earth,  and  of  the  flei^ 
of  Mary  He  took  flesh.    And  since  He  walked  here 
in  that  same  flesh,  and  that  self-same  flesh  He  ga?e 
to  us  to  eat  unto  salvation  ]  and  since  no  one  eatofli 
that  flesh,  v/nless  he  has  first  adored  Uy  we  see  hew 
the  footstool  of  the  Lord  may  be  adored,  and  fee  ndf 
only  do  not  sin  by  adoring,  hut  do  sin  hy  not  adoring!* 
Anastasius  Sinaita  (Orat.  de  Sacra  Synaxi,  n.  456) 
writing  on  this  subject,  has  the  following :  "  Afttt 
the  consecration  of  that  unbloody  sacrifice^  the  Priest 
elevates  the  Bread  qf  lAfe  on  high,  and  exposes  it  to 
the  view  of  all.''  The  same  "elevation"  and  ''adon^ 
tion  "  are  also  prescribed  in  the  plainest  terms  in  the 
Liturgies  of  St.  Basil,  Gelasius,  and  St.  Gregory. 
Yet  the  Doctor  has  the  "  courage"  to  say  that  they 
have  "no  warrant  in  the  (uninterpolated)  primitive 
Liturgies,  and  in  the  usage  of  the  Churchybr  thefir^ 
six  htmdred  years  and  moreJ^ 

We  pass  now  to  the  "  Ordinary  of  the  Mass,",  in 


CEBEMOXIBS  OF  THE  KASS^  ETC,  .491 

which  tho  Doctor,  with  a  mathematical  predilection 
for  the  ascending  series,  finds  "more  to  object  to 
than  in  the  '  Canon ; '  for  instance,  the  ConfiteoTy  or 
Confession  '  to  Almighty  God,  to  blessed  Mary  .  .  . 
to  all  the  Saints,  and  to  yda,  Father  [to  wit,  to  the 
Priest]' ;   there  is  no  sicch  confession  in  any  of  the 
primitive  Liturgies''  (p.  316).     Supposing  so,  what 
then  f    Has  not  the  Church  the  same  power  now  to 
decree  rites  and  ceremonies  that  she  had  in  the  be- 
ginning ?     The  Doctor  cannot  deny  this  without  con- 
tradicting the  20th  of  the  XXXIX.  Articles  of  his 
own  Church,  which  states  explicitly  that  "The  Church 
hath  the  power  to  decree  Bites  and  Ceremonies*^ 
And  now,  let  us  ask  the  Doctor  a  question :     What 
warrant  of  the  primitive  Liturgies  is  there  for  the 
several  "  confessions  "  to  be  recited,  according  to  th« 
"  rubric "  of  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  by  th^ 
"  priest "  or  people,  "  before  the  declaration  of  Absc^ 
lution,  or  remission  of  sinsf"    He  will  sweat  And 
oool  off  again  before  he  finds  any. .    If,  then,  he  does 
not  object  to  the  Confessions  prescribed  in  the  Book 
of  Common  Prayer,  though  there  are  no  stick  confes- 
sions in  the  primitive  Liturgies ;  with  what  consistency 
can  he  object  on  that  ground  to  the  Confession  in  the 
Ordinary  of  the  Mass  t    This  looks  very  much  like 
dealing  with  different  weights  and  measures,  whicb 
is  "  an  abomination  before  the  Lord.'' 
He  objects  also  (p.  321)  to  our  "  lighted  chande- 
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liers/'  and  to  the  use  of  incense;  whicli;  be  tellB 

"was  in  keeping  with  the  worship  under  the  Oli 

Law,  but  is  out  of  keeping  with  the  worship  imde     ^^ 

the  New."    Happily,  he  makes  this  assertion  on 

own  authority,  and  does  the  Fathers  no  other  irrev^ 

erence  than  broadly  contradicting  their  doctrine. 

the  Archbishop's  arguments  in  favor  of  "lighte^^^ 

chandeliers,'"  he  says  that  "the  primitive 

before  they  were  driven  into  the  Gatacombsy  woulc 

have  replied  in  the  words  of  the  Apostle  (I.  Cor. 

16) :  ^  We  have  no  such  custom,  neither  the  chorchc 

of  God' " — ^where  the  Apostle  is  speaking  of  men  whc 

"  nourish  their  hair,"  and  of  women  who  do  not 

their  heads ! 

St.  Jerome  would  never  have  replied  so  ]   on  thep 
contrary,  he  says  that  "  throttghout  aU  the  churches  (^ 
the  East,  when  the  Gospel  is  to  be  read,  the  chande^ 
liers  [luminaria]  are  lightedy  though  the  sun  be  shin- 
ing brightly,  not  to  drive  away  darkness,  but  as  a 
sign  of  joy"   (adv.  Vigilantium,  n.  7).      This  is 
plainly  against  the  Doctor,  unless  he  maintains  that 
they  were  lighted  in  all  the  "  churches  of  the  East  \ 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Catacombs  in  Rome.     St 
Paulinus  of  Nola,  a  poet  more  successful  at  Latin 
verse  than  the  Doctor  (see  p.  478),  could  hardly  make 
that  reply  after  writing  (Carm.  3,  in  Nat.  S.  Felicis) : 

'*  Clara  coronantur  densis  altaria  lychnis, 
Lumina  ceratis  adolentur  odora  papyris, 
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Nocte  dieqne  micant,  sio  nox  splendore  diei 
Fulget,  et  ipsa  dies  ceelesti  illastris  honore 
Plus  micaty  innomeris  lucem  geminata  lucemis." 

Neither  could  St.  Gregoiy  Naz. ;  for  be  testifies  that 
lighted  candles  were  used  at  the  administration  of 
the  Sacrament  of  Baptism  (Orat.  XL.  46),  at  the 
burial  service  (Orat.  Y.  16),  and,  in  general,  during 
the  celebration  of  the  festivals  of  the  Ghorch.  The 
Fourth  Council  of  Carthage  ( A.D.  398)  has  also  the 
misfortune  to  be  at  variance  "with  the  Doctor  on  this 
subject }  for  it  so  far  forgot  '^  to  reply  in  the  words  of 
the  Apostle,"  that  it  actually  decreed  (can.  6,  Deordi- 
nat)  the  following :  'When  an  acolyte  is  ordained,  let 
him  be  instructed  by  the  Bishop  how  he  is  to  discharge 
his  duty ;  and  let  him  receive  from  the  archdeacon 
the  ccmdlestick  together  with  the  wax  taper j  that  he 
may  know  he  has  the  right  to  light  ihe  chandeliers  of 
the  church/*  We  offer  these  passages  without  a  word 
of  comment,  as  they  show  clearly  how  for  the  Doctor 
has  mistaken  'Hhe  reply  of  the  primitive  Christians." 
If  he  can  manipulate  the  "  replies ''  they  have  given 
into  harmony  with  his  assertion,  then  we  say  he  is  a 
(greater  man  than  the  inventor  of  the  ''Battler 
Puzzle.'' 

By  way  of  postscript  to  the  above,  we  would  ask 
the  Doctor  what  he  thinks  of  the  use  of  lights  on 
the  altars  of  those  Episcopal  churches  in  Balti- 
more and  elsewhere,  of  which  the  daily  papers  fiir- 
42 
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nisbed  us  a  list  last  Easter  Monday  f  If  ^^  theiie  is 
no  such  custom  in  the  churclies  of  God,'*  the  charac- 
ter of  some  Anglican  churches  is  pretty  well  defined. 
Yet  the  Doctor  is  in  communion  with  them,  though 
he  admits  that  ^^  a  man  is  known  by  tho  company  he 
keeps !'' 

Now  for  "  the  use  of  incense,''  which  the  Doctor 
says  ^^  is  out  of  keeping  with  the  worship  under  the 
New  Law."  A  reference  to  the  practice  of  our  Fore- 
fathers would  have  taught  him  better.  He  would 
have  found,  in  the  Liturgy  of  St.  John  Ghiysostoxn 
special  prayers  for  the  bledsing  of  incense,  and  direc- 
tions to  the  deacon  to  incense  the  altar  at  various 
times  during  Mass.  He  would  have  seen  the  use  of 
incense  enjoined  in  the  Testamentum  of  St.  Ephrem 
(Ed.  Assemani,  Biblioth.  Oriental.  T.  I.  p.  143): 
"  Bum  incense  in  the  sanctuary,  but  attend  my  ob- 
sequies with  prayer."  He  would  have  heard  St 
Ambrose  (as  quoted  above),  when  speaking  of  the 
holy  sacrifice  of  the  Mass,  express  the  wish  ''  that  an 
angel  were  by  and  would  visibly  appear  while  we. in- 
cense  the  altar  and  offer  the  sacrifice." 

From  these  Fathers,  and  many  others  whom  it  is 
unnecessary  to  quote,  he  might  have  learned  that  the 
primitive  Church  did  not  consider  "  the  use  of  incense 
out  of  keeping  with  the  worship  under  the  New  Law." 
As  Dr.  Steams  does  not  object  to  the  use  of  flowers, 
we  refer  our  readers  to  an  article  on  "  the  ceremo- 
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nial  use  of  flowers/'  published  in  the  "  Nineteenth 
Century,"  May,  1880. 

Passing  over  the  Doctor's  statement  that  the  best 
part  of  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer  is  not  a  transla- 
tion from  the  Roman  Missal  (which  the  reader  will 
find  refuted  in  our  chapter  on  the  Holiness  of  the 
Church),  we  come  to  his  objections  to  the  use  of  Latin 
in  our  sacred  Liturgy.  Now,  he  certainly  cannot  say 
that  Latin  was  not  used  in  the  "primitive''  Church. 
And  if  he  admits,  with  the  20th  of  his  own  XXXIX. 
Articles  that  "the  Church  hath  power  to  decree 
Rites  and  Ceremonies,"  how  can  he  object  to  her 
retaining  those  that  were  in  use  from  the  beginningf 
As  to  the  question  of  expediency,  there  are  several 
millions  of  intelligent  Catholics  who  believe  the 
Church  of  Christ  just  as  wise  and  fax-seeing  as  Dr. 
Steams.  Nay,  we  might  offset  his  opinion,  and  pay 
him  a  compliment  into  the  bargain,  by  merely  citing 
against  him  the  celebrated  de  Maistre  who  says: 
"  What  a  sublime  idea  is  that  of  a  universal  language 
for  the  universal  Church !  ....  A  changeable  lan- 
guage is  but  little  adapted  to  an  unchanging  religion 
....  the  corruption  of  the  age  seizes  constantly 
certain  words  and  spoils  them  for  its  amusement" 
(DuPape,  1.  I.  0.  20). 

Moreover,  the  Doctor's  objections,  like  those  of 
Protestants  in  general,  "arise,"  as  the  Archbishop 
says,   "  from  a  total  ignorance  of  the  nature  of  the 
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Mass.^  If  the  Mass  was  a  sermon,  or  nothing  moro 
than  a  union  of  prayer,  the  objections  would  per- 
haps hold  good }  but  as  it  is  a  sacrifice  of  the  body 
and  blood  of  Christ,  the  graces  attached  to  its  cele- 
bration are  not  dependent  on  the  language  in  which 
it  is  offered.  Since,  then,  nothing  of  the  merits  of 
the  sacrifice  is  lost  to  the  people  because  they  do 
not  understand  Latin,  all  the  Doctor's  objections  fjEdl 
to  the  ground,  and  the  advantages  of  a  dead  lan- 
guage as  a  means  of  preserving  purity  of  faith  in 
the  supreme  act  of  Christian  worship,  and  as  a  means 
of  communication  between  the  Bishops  of  the  Church, 
become  forthwith  so  many  reasons  for  retaining  the 
use  of  Latin. 

''But/'  says  the  Archbishop,  ''is  it  true  that  the 
people  dp  not  understand  what  the  priest  says  at 
Mass  1  Not  at  all.  For,  by  the  aid  of  an  English 
Missal,  or  any  other  manual,  they  are  able  to  follow 
the  officiating  clergyman  from  the  beginning  to  the 
end  of  the  service."  Again,  "the  congregation 
could  not  be  expected  to  hear  the  priest,  even  if  he 
spoke  in  English,  since  his  face  is  turned  from  them, 
and  the  greater  part  of  what  he  says  is  pronounced 
in  an  undertone.  And,"  he  adds,  "this  was  the 
system  of  worship  God  ordained  in  the  ancient  dis- 
pensation, as  we  learn  from  the  Old  Testament,  and 
from  the  first  chapter  of  St.  Luke.  The  priest 
offered  sacrifice,  and  prayed  for  the  people  in  the 
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Banctnaiy  wliile  they  prayed  at  a  distance  in  the 
court.  In  all  the  schismatic  churches  of  the  East, 
the  piiesty  in  the  public  services,  prays  not  in  the 
vulgar,  but  in  a  dead  language.  Such,  also,  is  the 
practice  in  the  Jewish  Synagogues  at  this  day.  The 
Babbi  reads  the  prayers  in  Hebrew,  a  language  with 
which  many  of  the  congregation  are  not  familiar '' 
(p.  379).  * 

The  Doctor  here  notices  only  that  the  priest  pro- 
nounces the  greater  part  of  the  Mass  in  an  undertone. 
"  To  which  I  reply,'' he  says  (p.  320), "  Sp^ak  louder, 
and  don't  mumble  your  words  like  a  heathen  priest !'' 
The  Doctor's  reply  does  credit  to  his  taste.  Wo 
think  ourselves  that  rude  language  is  a  fitting  vehicle 
for  rude  conceptions.  The  Doctor  should  know,  how- 
ever, that  our  Forefathers  had  such  a  reverential  awe  of 
the  divine  words  spoken  in  the  Mass,  that  they  did 
not  allow  even  the  catechumens  to  be  present  during 
the  Canon,  and  that  the  rubrics  of  the  old  lituigies 
ei\]oin  the  priest  to  pronounce  certain  parts  secretOf 
to  himself. 

Again  he  quotes  &om  the  Archbishop :  '^  When 
the  priest  says  Mass  he  is  speaking  not  to  the  peo- 
ple, but  to  Grod,  to  whom  all  languages  are  equally 
intelligible,"  and  replies,  "Yes,  and  the  people,  who 
ought  to  be  praying  with  him,  are  either  gazing,  or 
else  praying  each  on  his  own  hook,  with  perhaps  n 

dozen  different  manuals  in  use  in  the  same  congrega- 
42* 


498      THE  TRUE  FAITH  OF  OUR  FOREFATHERS. 

tion  at  the  same  time "  (p.  320).  Now,  we  see  no 
hann  in  each  one's  "  praying  on  his  own  hook  f  for, 
after  all,  praying  '^  on  one's  own  hook  '^  is  a  holy  oc- 
cnpation,  and  jnst  as  likely  to  be  fervent  and  sincere 
as  praying  on  somebody  else's  ^'book."  And  as  to 
the  ''  gazing,"  we  dare  say  that  if  the  Doctor  entered 
a  Catholic  Chnroh  instead  of  remaining  outside,  he 
would  be  surprised,  like  many  other  Protestants,  to 
find  so  little  of  it,  even  though  the  congregation 
should  have  "  a  dozen  different  manuals  in  use  at  the 
same  time."  It  is  good,  of  course,  to  avoid  distrac- 
tions in  prayer;  but  who  knows  that  the  Doctor, 
when  he  '^  speaks  louder,"  may  not  give  many  a  one 
to  his  own  people  1 

Before  giving  his  reasons  why  the  use  of  Latin  is 
retained  in  the  Mass,  the  Archbishop  shows  how 
naturally  that  language  came  to  be  adopted  since  it 
was  universally  spoken  when  Christianity  was  estab- 
lished, and  as  an  instance  of  its  general  use  says : 
"  The  Fathers  of  the  early  Church  generally  wrote 
in  the  Latin  tongue,  which  thus  became  the  deposi- 
tory of  the  treasures  of  sacr^  literature  in  the 
Church."  This  statement  the  Doctor  dexterously 
slips  from  its  proper  place  and  puts  among  the 
"  reasons."  "  He  gravely  gives  this,"  the  Doctor  in-» 
forms  us,  ''as  one  reason  for  having  the  Mass  in 
Latin."  Now,  the  Archbishop's  reasons  are  num- 
bered 1,  2,  3,  and  this  certainly  is  not  among  them. 
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But,  the  Doctor  says  (p.  317), "  that  the  reader  may 
see  what  dependence  is  to  be  placed  on  this  wholesale 
declaration  [that  the  Fathers  of  the  early  Church 
generally  wrote  in  Latin]  ....  I  subjoin  the  follow- 
ing list  of  the  Fathers  of  the  first  six  centuries." 
And  he  gives  a  list  which  he  conveniently  makes 
to  contain  ^Hwentysix  Greek  Fathers,  and  sixteen 
Latin  ones."  We  thank  the  Doctor  for  this:  we  have 
had  a  hearty  laugh  over  it.  Twenty-six  Greek 
Fathers  and  only  sixteen  Latin  ones !  We  thought 
of  the  Doctor's  Migne  edition  of  the  Fathers  which 
contains  the  works  of  more  than  two  thousand  Latin 
writers  from  Tertullian  to  St.  Bernard,  and  of  scarcely 
three  hu/ndred  Greek  writers  from  St.  Bernard's  time 
up  to  St.  Bamabas!  Or,  if  .the  Doctor  could  not 
conquer  his  aversion  to  the  Christianity  of  the  later 
Fathers,  there  was  Migne  again  with  seventy-nine 
volumes  of  the  Latin  Fathers  and  about  y?t;e  hundred 
writers  down  to  the  sixth  century,  against  forty-three 
volumes,  not  counting  the  Latin  translation,  and  only 
(me  hundred  and  eighty-one  Greek  writers  for  the  same 
period !     Verily  this  is  an  age  of  wonders. 

Tea,  certainly,  the  reader  may  see  now  what  de- 
pendence is  to  be  placed  on  the  Archbishop's  whole- 
sale declaration — and  he  may  see,  too,  what  credit  is 
to  be  given  to  the  Doctor's  sweeping  assertions. 
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CHAPTER  XXVIL 

THE  SACRAMENT  OF  PEHAKCB. 

AccoRDiNa  to  Gatholio  doctrinQ,  the  SaGrament  of 
Penance  consists  in  absolution  front  sins  committed 
after  Baptism,  ^ven  by  a  priest  having  jnziBdictiony 
to  a  penitent  who  has  confessed  his  sins  to  him  with , 
true  contrition,  and  is  ready  to  offer  to  God  for  them, 
the  satisfaction  which  the  priest  imposes  upon  him.  To 
prove  then  the  existence  of  the  Sacrament  of  Penanoe, 
we  have  but  to  prove  that  Christ  our  Jjord  has  given 
to  the  priests  of  his  Church  the  power  to  absolve 
penitents  from  sins  committed  after  Baptisnu  For  if 
by  His  own  institution,  Christ  has  given  this  power 
to  the  priests  of  His  Church,  then  the  outward  sign, 
which  consists  in  the  confession  of  the  penitent  and 
the  absolution  of  the  priest,  conveys  to  the  penitent, 
together  with  the  remission  of  his  sins,  the  grace 
of  Sanctification,  and  consequently  is  a  Sacrament. 
Wherefore  the  point  at  issue  between  Catholics  who 
believe  in  the  Sacrament  of  Penance  and  Protestants 
who  deny  it,  clearly  and  briefly  stands  thus :— Did  our 
Lord  give  lo  the  priests  of  His  Church  the  power  of 
absolving  penitent  Christians  from  sins  committed 
after  Baptismj  and  does  the  priest,  giving,  as  minister 
of  God,  absolution  to  a  penitent  Christian  impart  to 
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him  remission  of  sins  and  sanctifying  grace  1  That 
this  question  is  to  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  we 
shall  presently  prove,  both  by  the  words  of  our  Lord 
and  the  teaching  of  the  Fathers. 

It  will  not  be  amiss,  however,  first  to  remove  cer- 
tain obstacles  which  our  opponent  has  thrown  in  the 
way.  Dr.  Steams  begins  his  strictures  on  the  Sacra- 
ment of  Penance  by  these  words :  "  The  very  title  of 
this  chapter  is  a  misnomer ;  for  says  the  Catechism 
of  the  Council  of  Trent,  every  Sacrament  consists  of 
two  things:  'Matter'  which  is  called  the  element, 
and  ' Form '  which  is  commonly  called  'the  word''' 
(p.  322).  He  then  compares  this  passage  with 
the  following  one  of  the  same  Council  speaking  of 
the  Sacrament  of  Penance:  ''The  Matter  of  the 
other  Sacraments  is  some  production  of  nature  or  art ; 
but  the  acts  of  the  penitent,  contrition,  confession  and 
satisfaction,  constitute,  as  has  been  defined  by  the 
Council  of  Trent,  the  Matter  as  it  were  (quasi  materia) 
of  the  Sacrament  of  Penance  "  (p.  322 ) .  Dr.  Steams 
looks  upon  these  two  passages  as  at  variance  with 
each  other,  and  concludes :  "  Now  Matter-as-it-were, 

isn't  Matter  at  all By  this  time  the 

reader  will  begin  to  think,  that  though  nothing  is  the 
matter  qf  the  Sacrament,  something  is  the  matter  with 
it "  (p.  323).  Poor  Dr.  Steams  I  there  may  be  wit 
in  these  words,  but  sense  or  trath  certainly  not  a 
whit  j  and  wit  without  truth  speaks  very  little  in  a 
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Doctor  of  Divinity  discussing  momentous  matteiB  of 
religion.  The  quotations  from  the  Catechism  are  so 
clipped  and  garbled,  as  to  permit  our  punster  to  bring 
out  in  bold  relief  his  little  joke.  But  now  for  what 
the  Catechism  teaches  on  the  subject,  and  in  fall; 
then  will  Dr.  Stearns's  objection  and  his  joke  gently 
vanish  out  of  sight. 

According  to  the  Catechism  of  the  Council  of  Trent, 
says  Dr.  Steams  (p.  277)  ''a  Sacrament  is  a  sensible 
thing/'  and  'Hhis  sensible  thing  consists  of  two  parts, 
the '  Matter'  and '  the  Form ;'  water  being  the  *  Matter' 
in  Baptism  for  instance,  and  the  words  ^  I  baptize  thee 
in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of 
the  Holy  Ghost,' '  the  Form.' "  Therefore,  according 
to  the  Catechism  quoted  by  Dr.  Steams,  a  Sacra- 
ment which  is  a  '  sensible  thing'  must  have  a  part 
perceptible  to  the  senses,  which  is  called  '  Matter,'  to 
which  the  other  part,  '  the  Form,'  likewise  perceptible 
to  the  senses,  is  applied.  Now  let  us  supply  the 
words  of  the  Catechism  with  regard  to  the  Sacrament 
of  Penance,  which  have  been  suppressed  by  Dr. 
Steams..  The  Catechism  says  (p.  179,  ed.  Field- 
ing Lucas,  Jr. ,  Bal  timore) :  '^  1 1  consists  of  certain  sen- 
sible things  significant  of  that  which  passes  interiorly 
in  the  soul."  Where,  may  it  please  you,  Dr.  Steams, 
is  the  contradiction?  The  Cateclusm  having  said 
that  every  Sacrament  is  a  ''  sensible  thing ''  consist- 
ing of  two  parts.  Matter  and  Form,  accordingly  de- 
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clares  that  the  Sacrament  of  Penance  consists  of 
'^sensible  things."  The  Catechism  afterwards  tells 
US  that  this  Sacrament  consists  in  the  acts  of  the 
penitent^  contrition^  confession,  and  satisfaction  as 
Matter;  and,  as  Form,  in  the  absolving  words  of  the 
priest.  Are  not  these  two  sensible  parts,  composing 
one  ''  sensible  thing,''  namely  a  sacred  sign  significant 
of  the  grace  it  conveys  to  the  penitent  sinner  f 
Tme  it  is,  the  Catechism  observes  that  the  three 
a,ct8  of  the  penitent  constitute  'Hhe  matter  as  it  were 
(quasi  materia)  of  the  Sacrament  of  Penance  f  but 
in  the  preceding  and  following  words,  aldo  suppressed 
by  Dr.  Steams,  it  explains  the  meaning  of  this  sen- 
tence. "The  Sacrament  of  Penance,"  says  the 
Catechism  (p.  181),  "differs  from  the  other  Sacra- 
ments in  this :  the  matter  of  the  other  Sacraments  is 
some  production  of  nature  or  art,  but  the  acts  of  the 
penitent,  contrition,  confession  and  satisfaction,  con- 
stitute, as  has  been  defined  by  the  Council  of  Trent, 
the  matter  as  it  were  of  the  Sacrament  of  Penance. 
....  When  the  holy  S3mod  says,  that  they  are 
'1^  matter  as  it  were,'  it  is  not  because  they  are 
not  the  real  matter,  but  because  they  are  not,  like 
water  in  Baptism  and  chrism  in  Confirmation,  matter 
that  may  be  applied  exteriorly."  • 

*  ''  Neque  vero  hi  actus,  quasi  materia  a  S.  Synodo  ap- 
pellantur,  quia  verw  materiee  rationem  non  habeant, 
Bed  quia  ^usdem  generis  materia  non  sint,  qoso  extrin- 
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Our  learned  Doctor^  being  veiy  skilfdl  in  mixing 
np  matters  and  most  adroit  in  drawing  conclusions 
unwarranted  by  their  premises,  asserts  (p.  330)  that 
"  from  the  Canons  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  and  from 
the  Catechism  set  forth  by  its  authority,  we  see  what 
'  Sacramental  Confession '  is :  it  is  (l.)to  a  priest,  (2.) 
in  private,  (3.)  of  secret  sins  even  those  of  thaughtj 
(4.)  compulsory,  (5.)  for  obtaining|>rit;afe  absolution, 
(6.)  mihont prevmts  and  jpt<5?ic  penance,  the  penance 
being  always  subsequent  and  private,  (7.)  of  divine 
institution.  This  is  'Sacramental  Confession,'  the 
necessity  of  which,  the  Archbishop  says,  all  the 
Fathers  insist  upon."  Now  the  doctrine  of  the 
Council  of  Trent,  as  explsdned  by  its  Catechism  is:  1. 
that  Sacramental  Confession,  confession  namely  of  a 
penitent  Christian  in  order  to  obtain  the  remission  of 
sins  committed  after  Baptism,  is  of  divine  institution. 
2.  That  such  confession  must  be  made  to  a  priest 
having  jurisdiction  over  the  penitent.  3.  That  such 
confession  is  necessary  in  order  to  be  absolved  from 
mortal  sins ;  insomuch  that  even  though  the  penitent, 
by  an  act  of  perfect  contrition,  may  have  obtained 
the  remission  of  his  sins  and  justifying  grace  directly 
from  God,  he  has  yet  to  confess  his  sins  to  a  lawfolly 
appointed  priest,  since  they  were  forgiven  by  God  with 


secns  adhibeatur  at  aqna  in  Baptismo  et  ohrisma   in 
Confirmatione''  (Cateoh.  Concil.  Trid.,  p.  2,  n.  17). 
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vefotence  to  the  Sacrament  of  Penance^  which  is  insti- 

fated  as  a  necessary  means  for  their  remission.     4. 

AU  mortal  dins  committed  after  Baptism  having  to 

he  remitted  in  this  Sacrament,  secret  sins,  even  sins 

ef  thoughij  when  mcnrtal,  must  he  confessed.     5. 

Public  confession  is  not  essential  to  the  Sacrament  of 

Penance,  nor  of  divine  institution,  though  formerly 

sometimes  practised  in  the  Church.     6.  Works  of 

penance,  imposed  by  the  priest  on  the  penitent  as 

sacramental  satisfaction  for  sins  confessed,  must  not 

necessarily  be  performed  after  absolution  or  in  private. 

This  penance  can  be  public,  and  precede  absolution; 

so,  according  to  the  ancient  discipline  of  the  Church, 

it  wa»  preseribed  for  certain  crimes. 

But  let  u»  com&  back  to  the  point  at  issue :  Has 

Christ  given  to  the  priests  of  Hid  church  the  power 

to  absolve  repenting  sinneraiiom  imis  committed  after 

Baptism  f     Our    Saviour^s    words    conferring    this 

power  on  the  Apostles  and  their  successors,  the 

pri^td  of  His  Church,  are  expressed  in  the  plainest 

language,  and  leave  no  room  for  nusconceptic^  or 

eavil.     In  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  our  Lord  thus 

addresses  Peter :  ^'  And  I  will  give  to  thee  the  keys 

of  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  and  whatsoever  thou  shalt 

bind  upon  earthy  it  shall  be  bound  also  in  heaven  ]  and 

whatsoever  tho«  shalt  loose  on  earth,  it  shall  be  loosed 

also  in  heaven  "  (Matth.  xvi.  19 ) .  Again,  addressing  all 

ike  Apostles  on  another  occasion,  He  says :  '^Amen, 
43 
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I  say  to  yon,  wliatsoever  you  shall  bind  upon  earth, 
shall  he  hound  also  in  heaven^  and  whatsoever  you 
shall  loose  upon  earth,  shall  be  loosed  alsoin  heaven  " 
(Matth.  xviii.  18).  And,  after  His  resurrection,  our 
Lord  most  clearly,  addressing  His  disciples,  says  to 
them :  ^'  As  the  Father  hath  sent  me,  I  also  send 

you Receive  ye  the  Holy  Ghost.     Whose 

sins  you  shall  forgive,  they  are  forgiven  them :  and 
whose  sins  you  shall  retain,  they  are  retained  "  (John 
XX.  21,  22,  23). 

Nor  was  the  forgiving  power,  granted  by  these 
words  to  the  Apostles,  confined  to  them  alone,  but 
was  extended  to  their  successors  in  the  ministry  for 
all  times  and  places.  This  power  was  given  to  those 
who  had  to  carry  on  the  work  of  salvation,  for  which 
Christ  was  sent  into  the  world:  "As  the  Father 
hath  sent  me,  I  also  send  you."  This  power  was 
given  for  the  needs  of  all  the  faithful.  Hence  it  was 
not  to  cease  with  the  Apostles,  but  to  be  transmitted 
to  their  successors.  "  The  forgiveness  of  sin,"  aptly 
remarks  the  Archbishop,  "  was  to  continue  while  sin 
lasted  in  the  world ;  and  as  sin,  alas !  will  al- 
ways be  in  the  world,  so  will  the  remedy  for  sin  be 
always  in  the  Church.  The  medicine  will  co-exist 
with  the  disease.  The  power  which  our  Lord  gave 
to  the  Apostles  to  preach,  to  baptize,  to  confirm,  to 
ordain,  etc.,  was  transmitted  by  them  to  their  succes- 
sors.    Why  not  also  the  power,  which  they  had  re- 
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oeived,  to  forgive  sins,  since  man's  greatest  need  is 
his  reconciliation  with  Grod  by  the  forgiveness  of  his 
offences  T  (p.  391.) 

Dr.  Steams  does  not  deny  that  the  power 
conferred  on  the  Apostles  by  our  Lord's  words  just 
quoted;  is  handed  down  to  their  successors  in  the 
ministry;  but  misunderstands  the  nature  of  this 
power.  "  I  exercise  this  power,"  he  says,  "  whenever 
I  baptize  one  that  offers  himself  for  Baptism,  or  de- 
cline to  baptize  him,  according  as  I  jtidge  him  to  be 
or  not  to  be  in  a  suitable  condition  to  be  baptized. 
In  the  same  way  I  exercise  this  power  in  admitting 
or  declining  to  admit  him  to  the  Holy  Communion. 
.  .  .  Again  I  exercise  the  power,  when  in  the  Morn- 
ing and  Evening  Service,  and  in  the  celebration  of 
the  Holy  Communion,  Christ,  speaking  by  me  as 
His  ambassador,  then  and  there  absolves  all  those 
and  only  those,  who  then  and  there  have,  '  with 
hiearty  repentance  and  true  faith,'  confessed  their  sins 
unto  Him.  .  .  .  Once  more,  I  exercise  the  power, 
when,  in  the  pulpit,  or  in  private,  to  one  who  comes 
to  me  in  private  to  '  open  his  grief,'  I,  '  by  the  min- 
istry of  God's  Holy  Word,'  or  by  '  ghostly  coimsel 
and  advice,'  give  (not  the  fomi)  but  the  ^benefit  of 
absolution,'  to  the  quieting  of  a  disturbed  conscience, 
and  Hhe  removing  of  all  scruple  and  doubtfulness '" 
(pp.  323,  324). 

It  is  sufficient  to  compare  these  circuitous  and  ora- 
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torical  inter{»retad(»i8  of  our  leamed  «xpoimder 
with  our  Lord's  own  words,  to  see  bow  false  thej  aia 
To  begin  by  the  last  instance  wbSoli  Dr.  Steams 
mentions,  wbo  does  not  see  tliat  to  give  ^ghostly 
counsel  and  advice,"  is  quite  a  different  thing  from 
forgiving  sins  ajid  reoonciling  a  sinner  to  God.  Now 
this  absolving  power  the  words  of  our  Lord  clearly 
express,  and  they  cannot  consequently  be  understood 
to  be  exercised  when  '^ghostly  counsel  and  advice" 
are  given  to  '^  quiet  a  disturbed  conscience  and  to 
remove  all  scruple  and  doubtfulness."  Again,  how 
can  the  power  given  by  these  words  of  our  Lord, 
«  whoBe  Bins  you  diaU  forgive,  they  are  foigivn 
them :  and  whose  sins  you  shall  retain,  they  are  re- 
tained," be  said,  according  to  the  proper  meaning  of 
the  terms,  to  be  the  power  of  preaching  the  word  of 
God.  This  interpretation  is  evidently  false  on  the 
face  of  it,  for  the  preacher  does  not  forgive  sins,  does 
not  justify  the  sinner,  and  much  less  does  he  retain 
sins.  The  preacher  does  but  exhort  sinners  to  re- 
pentance, urging  them  to  implore  and  obtain  the 
grace  of  reconciliation  from  God.  Moreover,  Dr. 
Steams  cannot  say  that  he  exercises  the  power  given 
by  our  Lord's  words  to  the  Apostles,  by  admitting,  or 
refusing  to  admit,  to  Holy  Communion.  Let  him 
first  prove,  if  he  can,  that  '^  to  forgive  sins,"  means 
"to  admit  to  Holy  Communion,"  and  to  ^^ retain 
sins,"  to  '^ refuse"  to  admit  to  it^.  and  after  he  has 
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ebown  thiSy  then  we  will  bestow  farther  attention  on 
bis  interpretation. 

Lastly  we  ask,  how  can  the  forgiving  power  granted 
tbe  Apostles  be  understood  as  that  of  baptizing? 
This  they  had  already  received  and  exercised  (John 
.  iii.  22.]  iv.  i2)  before  the  forgiving  power  had  been 
conferred  upon  them  (John  xx.  19-23).  The  power 
of  forgiving,  therefore,  was  different  from  that  of 
baptizing.  Moreover,  the  power  of  baptizing  regards 
those  who  are  not  qf  the  Churchy  and  are  to  be  ad- 
mitted into  it ;  whereas  the  forgiving  power  spoken 
of  in  the  above  quoted  texts  regards  those  who  are  of 
the  Church  :  "  Thou  art  Peter,  and  on  this  rock  I  will 
build  my  Church,  ....  and  I  will  give  to  thee  the 
keys  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  and  whatsoever  thou 
shalt  bind  on  earth  shall  be  bound  also  in  heaven ; 
and  whatsoever  thou  shalt  loose  upon  earth,  shall 
be  loosed  also  in  heaven."  But  for  argument's 
sake,  suppose  these  words  could  be  understood  of 
the  power  of  remitting  sins  by  Baptism;  then 
would  these  very  words  also  prove  the  power 
given  to  the  Apostles  and  to  their  successors  in 
the  ministry,  of  forgiving  sins  committed  by  the 
members  of  the  Church  after  their  Baptism.  For 
Christ's  words  to  Peter  are  without  any  restriction 
"  Whatsoever  thou  shalt  bind,''  "Whatsoever  thou 
shalt  loose,"  and  so  also  are  those  spoken  to  all  the 

Apostles:   "Whatsoever  you  shall  bind,  shall  be 
43* 
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bound;  whatsoever  you  shaM  loose  on  earth,  Bhall 
be  loosed  also  in  heaven."  Listen,  Dr.  Steams,  to 
the  following  passage,  written  in  the  foqrth  century, 
against  the  Novatian  heresy  by  St.  Pacianna.  He 
says:  '^If  I  admit  that  this  power  of  loosing  and 
binding  regards  the  Gentiles,  I  shall  prove  that  it 
regards  baptized  persons  £or  a  stiU  ffr^ater  reason;  for 
if  the  ministers  of  the  Church  caa  absolve  or  bind 
those  who  do  not  belong  to  her  and  are  not  yet  under 
her  jurisdiction,  so  much  the  more  can  they  abeolve 
or  bind  those  who  are  subject  to  her"  (Epist.  3  ad 
Sympron.  n.  xi.) 

In  connection  with  this,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  tha 
Novatians,  as  well  as  the  Montanists,  did  not  deny  tho 
existence  of  the  Sacrament  of  Penance,  but  only 
asserted  that  the  forgiving  power  received  by  the 
ministers  of  the  Church,  and  to  be  exerdsed  by  them 
in  that  Sacrament,  could  not  be  extended  to  certain 
very  grievous  sins.  For  this  error  they  were  cast  ool 
of  the  bosom  of  the  Church  and  looked  upon  aa 
heretics.  Wherefore  it  clearly  appears  that  in  the 
second,  third  and  fourth  centuries,  during  which 
those  heretics  sprang  up  among  Christians  and 
strove  to  defend  their  erroneous  doctrine,  the  Church 
of  God  not  only  believed  in  the  forgiving  power  of 
the  Sacrament  of  Penance,  a  power  which  even 
those  heretics  did  not  deny,  but  also  believed  in  tha 
extension  of  that   power    to    aU    sins    committed 
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after  baptism,  wluch  extension  those  Jieretios  did 
deny. 

But  let  us  now  summon  some  of  tlie  earlier  wit- 
nesseS;  and  hear  their  evidence  on  the  forgiving 
power  which  Christ  gave  to  the  ministers  of  His 
Church,  a  power  distinct,  too,  from  that  of  baptizing, 
and  which  was  to  be  exercised  in  a  totally  different 
Sacramental  action. 

St.  Ambrose,  fifteen  centuries  ago,  answering  the 
modem  objections  against  the  priestly  power  of  ab- 
fiolving  from  sins,  and  showing  that  this  power 
given  by  Christ  is  exercised  in  a  Sacrament,  that  of 
Penance,  entirely  distinct  from  the  Sacrament  of 
Baptism,  addressing  the  Novatians,  says :  ''  Where- 
fore do  ye  baptize,  if  sins  can  not  be  forgiven  by  man? 
For  assuredly  in  Baptism  there  is  renuQdon  of  all  sins. 
What  matters  it  whether  priests  claim  this  right  as 
having  been  given  them  by  means  of  Penance  or 
Baptism  T  One  Is  the  mystery  in  both.  But  thou 
flayest:  ^  It  is  the  grace  ofthe  mysteries  that  operates 
in  Baptism  V  And  what  operates  in  Penance  t  Is  it 
not  the  name  of  God?  Where  you  choose,  you 
claim  for  yourselves  the  grace  of  God  j  where  you 
choose,  you  repudiate  it  (de  Poen.  L.  1,  c.  8,  n. 
36-^7)."  Again  (op.  cit.  lib,  1,  c.  2,  n.  6) :  "  But  they 
say,  we  show  reverence  to  the  Lord,  by  reserving  to 
Him  alone  the  power  of  forgiving  sins.  Now  no 
one  can  more  gzievously  offend  Him,  than  they  who 
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would  anniil  His  commands  and  throw  upon  Him 
the  duty  given  to  themselves.  For,  since  the  Lord 
Jesns  Himself  has  said  in  His  Gospel :  ^  Receive 
ye  the  Holy  Ghost^  whose  sins  you  shall  forgive, 
they  are  forgiven  them ;  and  whose  sins  you  shall 
retain,  they  are  retained '  (John  zx.  22,  23) ;  who 
is  it  who  honors  Him  the  more,  he  that  obeys  His 
commands,  or  he  that  resists  them  T" 

In  the  following  No.  7,  he  declares  the  power 
to  bind  and  to  loose  to  be  given  exclusively  to  the 
priests :  '^  Jus  enim  hoc  solis  permissum  sacerdoti- 
bns  est/'  In  the  next  chapter  (c.  3,  n.  10),  refuting 
the  Novatian  distinction  between  sins  more  or  leas 
grievous,  he  writes :  ^'  they  say  they  grant  paidon 
to  lesser,  but  not  to  greater  crimes.  ....  Now, 
God  made  no  such  distinction^  He  promised  His 
mercy  to  all,  and  gave  to  His  priests  the  power  to 
loosen  without  any  exception." 

Again,  in  his  2d  book  de  Poenit.  (L.  ii.  c.  2,  n. 
12),  St.  Ambrose  says :  '^  What  seems  to  us  impos- 
sible to  obtain,  is  possible  to  God  to  grant.  For  it 
seemed  impossible  for  sin  to  be  washed  away  by 
water ;  thus  Naaman  the  Syrian  thought  his  leprosy 
could  not  be  washed  away  by  water.  But  GU)d 
made  possible  what  was  impossible, — God  who  has 
bestowed  so  great  a  favor  on  us.  In  like  manner  it 
seemed  impossible  that  sins  should  be  forgiven  by 
Penance;  Glirist  gave  this  to  the  Apostles,  and  from 
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the  Apostles  it  has  been  handed  down  to  the  priests 
as  their  duty.  Thus  what  seemed  impossible  has 
become  possible."  Gould  the  Catholic  dogma  of  ihe 
SaCTament  of  Penance  be  more  forcibly  Btiatedf 
Christ,  says  St.  Ambrose,  has  given  to  ihe  Apostles^ 
and  through  them  to  all  His  priests,  and  to  them 
alone, — solis  sacerdotibus — ^the  pow^  and  the  coax" 
mand — ju3,  mandatum — ^to  absolve  in  the  Sacrament 
of  Penance— in  Poenitentia-^nners  from  all  their 
sins ;  and  as  to  the  forgiveness  thereof,  with  the  same 
effect  as  in  Baptism. 

Now,  the  necessity  of  confession  is  implied  in 
these  tests.  Fqr  the  priest  who  has  received  the 
power  of  binding  and  loosing  from  God,  must 
know  his  sins  &om  the  penitent's  own  lips,  and 
his  repentance  also,  in  order  to  absolve  the  well-* 
disposed,  and  not  to  absolve  the  ill-disposed^  in 
order  to  impose  due  satisfaction  on  the  penitent 
for  his  sms,  and  to  show  him  the  means  of 
amendment. 

But  the  eame  Holy  Doctor  speaks  explicitly  of 
ooafe^ion.  In  the  same  2d  book  (De  P<enit.),  to 
cite  but  one  example,  he  says  (c.  8,  n.  19): 
**  Wherefore  the  Lord  by  His  word  hath  most  clearly 
ordered,  the  grace  of  the  heavenly  sacrament  to  be 
poured  even  upon  those  guilty  of  the  greatest  crimes, 
provided  with  all  their  heartand  open  confession  they 
do  penance  for  their  sins." 
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AicLbisliop  Gibbons  quoted  the  foUowing  passage 
from  St.  Ambrose:  ''The  poison  is  sin;  the  remedy, 
the  accusation  of  one's  crime  (aocosatio  sni  criminis) : 
the  poison  is  iniquity ;  confession  is  the  remedy  of  the 
relapse.  And  therefore  it  is  truly  a  remedy  against 
poison  (remediom  de  veneno  est),  if  thon  declare 
thine  iniquities,  that  thou  mayest  be  justified."  Dr. 
Steams  tells  us  (p.  339)  that  he  ''has  searched 
carefully  through  the  four  volumes  of  Migne's  Edi- 
tion of  St.  Ambrose,  with  the  help  of  tolerably 
full  indexes,  and  has  not  been  able  to  find"  this 
passage.  We  are  glad  to  inform  him  that  be  has 
only  to  look  at  the  exposition  of  the  37th  Psalm 
to  find  it  in  Migne's  Edition  (tom.  I.  p.  1062,  col.  2, 
n.  11)  J  where  he  will  also  find  (n.  51,  p.  1084),  staring 
him  in  the  face,  the  words  which  follow  in  the  Arch- 
bishop's quotation.  The  words  are:  "Art  thou 
ashamed  t  This  shame  wiU  avail  thee  little  at  the 
judgment  seat  of  God." 

Again,  for  Rev.  Dr.  Stearns's  benefit,  we  subjoin 
this  other  passage,  also  taken  ^m  St.  Ambrose 
(in  Ps.  38,  n.  37) :  "  Hear  what  He  says :  I  wUl^ve 
to  thee  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven :  whatsoever 
thou  shalt  bind  upon  earth  it  shall  be  bound  also  in 
heaven,  and  whatsoever  thou  shalt  loose  upon  earth 
shall  be  loosed  also  in  heaven  (Matth.  xvi.  19). 
To  thee,  He  says,  I  will  give  the  keys  of  the  king- 
dom of  heaven,  that  thou  mayest  loosen  and  bind. 
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This  Novatianns   has    not    tinderstood ;    bat    the 
Church  of  God  has  understood  it;  wherefore  he  is  in. 
his  fall,  we  in  remission ;  he  is  in  impenitence,  we  in 
grace.     What  is  said  to  Peter,  is  said  to  the  Apostles : 
we  usurp  not  our  power,  but  we  obey  our  command.'' 

These  passages  are  quite  sufficient  for  our  purpose; « 
dismissing  then  many  others  which  suggest  them- 
selves, we  shall  merely  mention  a  passage  quoted  by 
the  Archbishop,  and  taken  from  St.  Ambrose's  trea- 
tise de  Poenitentia  (L.  2,  c.  9,  n.  87).  Here  it  is : 
"  There  are  some  who  ask  for  penance,  that  they  may 
at  once  be  restored  to  communion.  These  do  not  so 
much  desire  to  be  loosed  as  to  bind  the  priest ;  for  th^y 
do  not  unburden  their  conscience,  but  they  burden  his, 
who  is  commanded  not  to  give  holy  things  unto  dogs, 
that  is,  not  to  admit  impure  souls  to  the  Holy  Com- 
munion." 

As  to  these  words.  Dr.  Steams  thinks  they  can 
afford  no  evidence  in  our  favor ;  for  says  he,  in  the 
paragraph  immediately  preceding,  St.  Ambrose  teUs 
ns  that  '^  Many  conscious  of  their  sins,  through  fear 
of  future  punishment,  ask  for  penance,  and  after  they 
have  accepted  it,  draw  back  through  shame  of  the 
public  supplication."  Hence,  concludes  Dr.  Steams 
(p.  840) :  '^  in  both  cases  the  penance  wMch  is  of 
course  imposed  by  the  Priest  or  the  Bishop  ib  jptibliCf 
and  the  '  loosing '  after  the  penance  is  by  the  Priest 
or  the  Bishop,  and  is  ptMc  also." 
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Bnt  the  Reverend  Gbaplain  of  Eagton  is  once  more 
mistaken.  Fiist,  St.  Ambrose  speaks  there  of  two 
different  kinds  of  penitents^  not  suitably  disposed  to 
receive  the  Sacramental  grace  of  Penanoe  for  differ- 
ent reasons :  some,  becanse  ashamed  to  pedbrm  pab- 
lio  penance  imposed  by  the  priest ;  others,  because 
desirous  of  being  cU  once  admitted  to  holy  cominnnuon 
— therefore  it  cannot  be  affirmed  that  ^'  in  "both  cases 
the  penance  is  pubiic.^^  Secondly^  what  if  it  wero  so  t 
Because  the  priest  should  impose  jm^^  penanoe  as  a 
fitting  satisfaction  for  certain  sins,  does  it  follow  that 
he  has  no  power  of  jodgmg  of  the  ans,  of  ^'  binding 
and  loosing  "  them,  according  to  his  judgment  t  Does 
it  follow  that  in  the  Sacrament  of  Penance  he  does 
not  confer  sanctifying  grace  on  the  penitent,  by  ab- 
solving him  from  his  sbs  t  Dr.  Steams  admits  the 
"  loosing "  is  by  the  Priest  or  the  Bishop.  What 
^loosing''  according  to  St.  Ambrose,  is  done  by  them  t 
Evidently  the  "loosing''  from  "sins  "by  which  the 
penitent  is  reconciled  with  God,  as  appears  from  the 
numerous  texts  brought  forward.  But  that "  loosing  ^ 
eannot  be  effected  without  sanctifying  grace  being 
given  to  the  penitent  sinner ;  therefore  the  acdon  of 
the  priest  conveys  this  grace  to  the  penitent,  and  con- 
•equently  is  a  Saorament. 

But  Dr.  Steams  informs  us  that  he  has  diseoyered 
a  few  words  of  St.  Ambrose  (in  Luc.  L.  10,  n.  88), 
to  allege  in  his  favor.     Here  they  are  :  "  Let  teaa 
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wash  awaythe  guilt  wbich  one  is  ashamed  to  confess 
with  the  Ycnce.  Tears  consult  both  for  pardon  and 
for  modesty.  Tears  express  the  fanlt  without  alarm. 
Tears  confess  th«  sin  without  injuring  bashMness. 
Tears  obtain  the  pardon  they  ask  not  for."  With- 
out wasting  time  in  discussing  the  correctness  of  the 
translation,  but  taking  it  as  it  stands,  yet  will  these 
words,  even  in  their  English  garb,  not  in  the  least 
profit  our  Doctor's  cause.  In  fact  by  them  St.  Am- 
brose, who  is  speaking  of  Peter!s  tears  and  conver- 
.  sion,  would  show  ih&t  perfect  cantrUionf  the  signs  of 
which  are  those  tears,  at  once  obtains  forgiveness  of 
sin  from  God,  and  restoration  to  the  state  of  grace ; 
and  this  is  the  Gatholio  doctrine  which  we  profess. 
But  in  the  words  above  quoted,  St.  Ambrose  is  far 
from  sajing  what  Dr.  Steams  would  have  him  say, 
and  therefore  thought  he  had  «aid :  namely,  that  the 
■penitent,  even  when  he  has  shed  tears  of  perfect  con- 
Ixitionfor  his  mns,  is  not  obliged  to  reveal  his  sins  to 
.thepriest  in  t^e  secret  of  confession,  and  obtain  his 
absolution.  On  the  contrary,  the  holy  Doctor,  in  the 
several  texts  which  we  have  cited,  clearly  speaks  of 
the  necessity  of  submitting  all  mortal  sins  to  priestly 
:absolution.  Moreover,  in  the  very  books  from  winch 
Dr.  Steams  gives  his  quotations,  ho  could  have  read 
with  a  little  good  will  (in  Luc.  lib.  5,  n.  13),  most 
evidently  stated,  that   the  remission  of  sins  after 

rbaptism  takes  place  through  the  ministry  of  the 
44 
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priest.  "Who/'  says  he,  "but  God  alone  can  for- 
give sins ;  who  still  forgives  b^  those  to  whom  He  has 
given  the  power  qf  forgiving  f" 

We  have  largely  quoted  from  St.  Ambrose,  not  so 
much  to  prove  our  point,  but  as  to  give  a  sample  of 
what  we  might  do  with  regard  to  other  Fathers  of 
the  Church. 

St.  Jerome  clearly  proclaims  his  faith  concerning 
the  power  granted  to  the  priest  of  absolving  penitents 
from  sins :  "  Far  be  it  from  me,''  he  writes  (Ep.  14,  ad 
Heliod.  n.  8),  "  to  say  anything  wrong  of  those,  who, 
succeeding  to  the  Apostolic  dignity,  consecrate  the 
body  of  Christ  with  sacred  word  j  by  whom  we  too 
are  Christians;  who  having  the  kegs  of  the  kingdom  qf 
heaven,  do  judgment  in  some  manner,  even  before  the 
Day  of  Judgment. "  In  his  Commentary  on  the  Ch)spel 
of  St.  Matthew  (cap.  xviii.  v.  18)  he  says :  "[Christ] 
gave  power  to  the  Apostles  that  they  who  are  con- 
demned by  them  may  know  that  human  power  is 
strengthened  by  a  divine  sentence;  and  that  what- 
ever has  been  bound  on  earth  is  also  bound  in 
heaven."  Again  in  the  same  book  (c.  16,  n.  19),  he 
plainly  informs  us  that  this  power  granted  by  Christ 
to  the  Apostles,  and  from  them  transmitted  to  their 
successors,  the  priests  of  the  Church,  necessarily  im- 
plies on  the  part  of  the  penitent  the  obligation  of 
confessing  his  sins.  "The  Bishop  and  the  Priest 
having  heard  as  his  duty  requires,  the  various  quail- 
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ties  of  sinS;  he  understanids  who  should  be  bound; 
who  should  be  loosed^'  (pro  officio  suo,  cum  peccatorum 
audierit  varietates,  scit  qui  ligandus  sit,  quive  sol- 
vendus).  That  this  translation  quoted  by  the  Arch- 
bishop is  correct,*  is  evident  to  any  one  having  a  little 
knowledge  of  Latin. 

The  Archbishop  quoted  the  following  passage  from 
St.  Augustine  (Serm.  392,  c.  3) :  "  Let  no  one  say  to 
himself:  I  do  penance  to  God  in  private,  I  do  it  be- 
fore God.  Is  it  in  vain  that  Christ  hath  said, 
^  wliatsoever  thou  shalt  loose  on  earth,  shall  be  loosed 
in  heaven '  t  Is  it  in  vain  that  the  keys  have  been 
given  to  the  Church  t  Do  we  make  void  the  Gospel? 
void  the  words  of  Christ  t"  Dr.  Steams  finds  fault 
with  the  Archbishop  for  not  informing  us  that  these 
words  are  from  a  Sermon  ^^ad  cor^ugatos'^  "to  mar- 
ried people,"  and  for  not  quoting  the  words  immedi- 
ately preceding  the  passage  adduced :  "  ye  who  have 
defiled  yourselves  by  adulteiy,  do  penance  as  it  is 
done  in  the  Church,  that  the  Church  may  pray  for 
you.r'^  Well,  do  these  two  circumstances  change  the 
meaning  of  the  passage  cited  by  the  Archbishop? 
Do^s  it  not  remain  as  clear  as  before?  Does  not 
St.  Augustine  say,  that  they  who  have  committed 
adultery  cannot  obtain  remission  of  their  sin,  hut 
through  the  power  of  the  keys  ?  :  This  is  what  St. 
Augustine  forcibly  affirms,  and  this  is  what  the  Arch- 
bishop had  to  prove.    And  even  supposing  that  they 


520     THE  TRUE  FAITH  OF  OUR  FOB&FATHERS. 

to  whom  St.  Angastine  directed  his  sermon^  had  to 
submit  to  public  penance,  according  to  the  judgment  of 
the  priests  of  the  Church,  in  order  to  be  absolved 
from  their  sin,  would  that  prove  that  their  mn  could 
be  forgiven  independently  of  the  power  of  the  keyst 
Certainly  not. 

Dr.  Steams  dramatically  continues  (p.  348) :  "Call 
St.  Augustine:  What  say  you?  Is  the  Archbishop 
right  or  wrong  ?  Wrong.  What  have  I  to  do  with  men 
that  they  should  hear  my  confession,  as  if  they  could 
heal  (sanaturi  sint)  all  my  diseases?  Conf.  L.  x.  o. 
3."  Alas!  another  blunder  in  patristic  knowledge .*^ 
These  words,  in  which  St.  Augustine  addressing  him- 
self to  God,  says,  that  he  does  not  write  tJie  book  </ 
his  "  Confessions^^  in  order  to  sat^fy  the  curiosity 
of  men^  who  cannot  heal  all  his  diseases;  ("why  do 
tliey  ask  me  who  I  am,  who  do  not  wish  to  hear  fiom 
Thee  (Grod)  who  they  are  ?")  these  words  are  quoted 
by  the  Rev.  "  Examining  Chaplain  of  Easton,"  as 
if  St.  Augustine  were  speaking  of  confSession  of  sine 
to  be  made  to  the  priest  for  absolution.  "  Where 
ignorance  is  bliss,  'tis  foUy  to  be  wise." 

From  St.  John  Chrysostom  six  passages  are 
quoted  by  the  Archbishop,  three  from  his  3d  book  on 
the  Priesthood,  one  from  his  30th,  one  from  his  20th 
Homily  on  Genesis,  and  one  from  his  Homilies  on 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  which  last  is  as  follows :  "  Bo 
not  confess  to  me  only  of  fomica4;ion,  tlcx  of  those 
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things  that  are  manifest  among  men  ^  but  bring  to- 
gether also  thy  own  calumnies  and  evil  speaking 
....  and  all  such  things."  This  passage  can 
be  read  in  the  41st  Homil.  (al.  42d)  on  St.  Matthew, 
n.  4.  There,  too,  Dr.  Steams,  will  discover  that 
the  holy  Doctor  was  not  "  putting  these  words  into 
the  mouth  of  God  3"  but  was  himself  addressing  the 
sinner,  exhorting  him  to  penance  and  to  a  careful  ex- 
amination of  his  conscience.  He  will  also  learn 
that  St.  Chrysostom  is  not  "in  flat  contradiction  with 
passage  after  passage  in  other  parts  of  his  works," 
for  in  the  passages  quoted  from  Hom.  4,  de  Lazaro 
§  4,  and  Hom.  5,  de  Incomprehen.  Dei  Nat.  §  7,  the 
holy  Doctor  says  that  we  are  not  obliged  to  tell  our 
sins  to  men,  that  they  may  reproach  and  reprove 
us;  but  we  are  obliged  to  lay  bare  the  wounds  of 
our  soul  to  God,  and  seek  remedies  for  them  from 
Qim.  This  we  Catholics  do  when  we  secretly  con- 
fess our  sins  to  a  priest,  speaking  to  him  not  as  to 
a  man,  "a  fellow  servant,"  but  as  to  the  representa- 
tive of  Christ,  who  heals  our  wounds  by  the  ministry 
of  His  priests.  "  Let  a  man"  says  the  Apostle  (I.  ad 
Cor.  iv.  1),  "so  account  of  us  as  of  the  ministers  of 
Christ,  and  the  dispensers  of  the  mysteries  of  God." 
In  the  other  passage  quoted  by  Dr.  Steams  ftom 
the  6th  Hom.  de  FcBnitent.  St.  Chrysostom  says : 
"Within,  iu  the  conscience,  none  being  present  ex- 
cept the  all- seeing  God,  enter  into  judgment  and  ex- 
44* 
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amination  of  Bins,  and  reviewing  tky  whole  life  Imng 
thy  sins  into  the  judgment  of  thy  liiind^  CMrect  thy 
transgressions;  and  thus  with  a  pui^  conseience 
touch  the  Holy  Table  and  partake  of  the  holy  sacii' 
fice."  Now  in  these  words  St.  Chrysostom  does 
speak  of  ^^  examination  of  sins^  made  in  the  con- 
science, none  being  present  but  Grod,^  and  this  we 
Catholics  always  practice,  when  preparing  for  con' 
fession;  he  does  speak  of  "correcting  our  sins  j" — but 
he  does  not  say  that  tee  '^ correct"  our  sins,  that  is, 
that  we  are  absolved  from  our  sins,  by  a  mere  ex- 
amination  of  conscience,  or  by  our  own  judgment 
on  ourselves,  or  by  confessing  our  sins  to  God  ddone 
in  the  secret  of  our  own  conscience.  Since  St.  Chrys- 
ostom does  not  say  what  Dr.  Steams  pretends,  he 
does  not  consequently  contracBct  what  he  says  of  the 
necessity  of  confessing  our  dns  to  the  priest,  in  order 
to  be  absolved  from  them  by  him.  Of  this  confession 
he  speaks  in  the  two  passageii  given  by  the  Arch- 
bishop,  and  which  are  taken  from  his  20th  and  30th 
Homilies  on  Genesis.  He  exhorts  sinners  to  confess 
their  sins,  to  show  their  wounds  to  the  physician, 
'^for  the  confession  of  sins  is  the  absolution  of  crimes.'^ 
*H  yap  ofioXoyla  tCjv  iiiJLapTfifiev<M}v  itpavioftb^ 
ytverai  rcjv  nXi]fjifieXi]fidr<»>v,     (Hom.  xx.,  n.  3.) 

The  strength  of  these  passages  must  have  thrown 
Dr.  Steams  into  narrow  straits,  and  placed  him  in 
a  sorry  plight  for  an  attack,  since  we  find  him  assert- 
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iagf  as  the  only  means  of  defence,  that  the  word 
"physician''  in  St.  Chrysostom,  had  to  be  written 
with  a  capital  P,  so  as  to  mean  God  and  not  the 
priest.  But  this  paltry  assertion  falls  to  the  ground, 
Bot  being  supported  by  any  solid  argoments,  and 
being,  moreover,  gainsaid  by  the  context  of  the 
20th  Horn.,  where  St.  Chrysostom  is  led  to  speak 
of  confession  by  the  manifestation  which  Lamech 
made  of  his  crime,  not  to  God  alone,  bat  to  his 
wives. 

Our  Examining  Chaplain  has  been  more  prudent 
and  wary  as  to  the  three  passages  quoted  by  the  Arch- 
bishop, £rom  St.  John  Chrysostom's  3d  Book  on  the 
Priesthood.  On  these  Dr.  Steams  cautiously  makes 
no  remark,  but  dlently  glides  over  the  formidable 
truths.  But  we  insist  on  them,  as  they  settle  the 
question,  and  cast  a  flood  of  light  upon  all  the  holy 
Doctor's  other  passages  on  Penance  and  Confession. 
Before  submitting  them,  we  ask  our  reader  whether 
he  can  doubt  the  truth  of  the  following  propositions, 
to  wit :  1.  That  men  who  are  appointed  by  God  to 
be  judges  of  sin,  must  take  cognizance  of  sin ;  2. 
That  they  cannot  take  such  cognizance,  with  regard 
to  all  the  sins  from  which  they  are  appointed  to  ab« 
solve,  but  by  the  confesdon  of  these  sins  made  by 
the  sinner  himself.  If  no  doubt  can  be  reasonably 
entertained  as  to  the  truth  of  these  propositions,  it 
follows :  1.  That,  priests  being  appointed  judges  of 
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all  grievous  sins,  and  the  power  and  office  being  given 
them  by  God  of  absolving  or  not  absolving  men  firom 
their  sins,  they  most  hear  from  the  sinner's  own  lips 
the  confession  of  his  sins  ]  2.  It  foUows  that  God  has 
made  it  necessary  for  sinners  to  confess  to  the  priest, 
in  order  that  their  sins  be  absolved.  Now,  St 
Ghrysostom  declares  that  such  office  and  power 
belong  to  the  priests  of  the  Church ;  therefore,  he 
teaches  that  the  confession  of  our  sins  to  the  priest  is 
necessary ;  therefore,  once  more,  he  teaches  that  the 
priest,  in  giving  absolution  to  him  who  confesses  his 
sins,  administers  the  Sacrament  of  Penance. 

These  are  the  passages  quoted  by  the  Archbishop: 
"To  the  priests  is  given  a  power  which  God  would 
not  graiiteithertoangels  or  archangels;  inasmuch  that 
what  priests  do  below,  God  ratifies  above,  and  the 
Master  confirms  the  sentence  of  His  servants  .... 
For  He  says,  'Whose  sins  you  shaU  retain,  they  are 
retained.'  What  power,  I  ask,  can  be  greater  than 
thist  The  Father  hath  given  aU  power  to  the  Son; 
and  I  see  all  this  same  power  delivered  tothemby  Grod 
the  Son  ....  To  cleanse  the  leprosy  of  the  body, 
or  rather  to  pronounce  it  cleansed,  was  given  to  the 
Jowish  Priests  alone.  But  to  our  priests  is  granted 
\h»  power  not  of  declaring  healed  the  leprosy  of  the 
V^h1j%  but  of  absolutely  cleansing  the  defilements  of 
^^  «oul." 

Uut>  more  witness  was  called  in  by  the  Archbishop 
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to  testify  to  the  neoessity  of  confession,  namefy,  St. 
Basil  the  Great  We  have  purposely  kept  back  this 
witness  to  the  end.  Dr.  Steams  having  londlj  and 
boisterously  clamored  about  this  quotation.  We 
shall  now  endeayor,  and  it  will  not  cost  us  muchefforty 
to  quell  this  damor.  St.  Basil,  Beg.  Brev,  (Quaest. 
229),  asks:  '^ Whether  forbidden  actions  ought  to 
be  laid  open  without  shame  to  all,  or  only  to  some, 
and  who  these  aret"  And  he  answers:  ''In  the. 
confession  of  sins  the  sama  rule  is  to  be  observed 
as  iu  laying  open,  the  diseases  of  the  body.  As, 
then,  men  do  not  reveal  the  diseases  of  the  body  to 
all,  nor  to  any  one,  but  to  those  who  are  skilful  in 
coring  them,  so  the  confession  of  sins  ought  to  be 
made  to  those  who  have  the  power  to  cure  them, 
as  it  is  written:  Ye  that  are  strong  beat  the  infirmi- 
ties of  the  weak,  L  e,  by  your  care  and  solicitude 
zemove  them.'' 

But  who  are  those  whom  St.  Basil  said  to  be  so 
strong,  as  to  be  able  to  cure  the  spiritual  wounds  of 
others,  namely,  their  sinst  St.  Basil  explains  who 
they  are,  when  speaking  of  those  to  whom  these 
wounds  must  be  made  manifest  in  order  to  be  cured. 
In  the  same  book  (Quaest.  288)  he  asks:  ''Whether 
he  who  win  confess  his  sins,  ought  to  confess  them 
to  all,  or  to  anyone  he  likes  (quibuslibet),  gt  to. 
whomt"  He  answers:  "Necessarily  to  those  to 
whom  the  dispensation  of  the  Mysteries  of  God  haa 
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been  committed."  ivayKotov  rol^  ireTnarBviUvdiq 
TTpf  oUovofilav  r&v  livarripiojv  rov  deov  e^ofioXo 
yeia  Ocu  ra  ofiapT^iiaTa, 

From  these  passages  the  reader  will  see  at  a 
glance  that  St.  Basil,  with  the  greatest  wisdom  and 
precision^  tells  ns:  1.  Of  the  necessity  of  confessing  our 
sins  to  the  priests,  to  whom  ^'has  been  committed  the 
dispensation  of  the  Mysteries  of  God."  2.  Of  the 
power  given  to  the  priests  of  curing  the  spiritual  dis- 
eases of  the  faithful,  namely,  the  power  of  absolving 
them  from  their  sins.  Because  of  this  priestly  power, 
St  Basil  styles  the  priests  '^strong,"  and  (sensaac- 
commodatitio)  applies  the  words  of  St.  Paul  to  them: 
^'  We  that  are  stronger  ought  to  bear  the  infirmities 
of  the  weak  "  (Rom.  xv.  1).  Therefore,  the  Arch- 
bishop was  perfectly  justified  in  drawing  these  con- 
clusions from  the  passages  of  St.  BasiL 

The  words  which  follow  neither  do,  nor  can  change 
their  meaning ;  nay,  they  even  confimi  it.  For  St. 
Basil  says:  "  For  thus  also  are  they  found  to  have 
acted  who  did  penance  of  old  in  regard  of  the  Saints. 
For  it  is  written  in  the  Gospel  that  they  confessed 
their  sins  to  John  the  Baptist )  and,  in  the  Acts,  to 
the  Apostles  themselves,  by  whom  also  they  were 
baptized. ''  These  words  show,  that  as  the  Jews  doing 
penance  confessed  their  sins  to  St.  John  the  Baptist, 
commissioned  by  God  to  baptize  them  with  "the 
baptism  of  penance  unto  remission  of  sins"  (St.  Mark, 


THS  SACRAMENT  OF  PENANCE.  SS7 

i  4, 5) ;  that  as  the  faithful  confessed  their  sins  to  the 
Apostles  who  had  received  power,  according  to  what 
we  read  in  the  Acts  (xix.  18) :  ''  Many  of  them  that 
believed  came  confessing  and  declaring  their  deeds;" 
so  we  confess  onr  sins  to  the  priests  appointed 
by  Ood  to  administer  to  ns  the  Sacrament  of  Penance. 
And  here,  in  passing,  we  remark,  that  the  words  of 
the  text  "errc  twv  ayicjv^  are  correctly  translated 
by  the  Archbishop:  ''in  regard  to  the  Saints." 
For  St.  Basil  meant  to  express  what  the  penitents 
of  old  did,  with  regard  to  those  commissioned  by 
God,  namely,  St.  John  and  the  Apostles,  as  appears 
fix>m  the  last  part  of  the  quotation. 

Dr.  Steams  has  again  fallen  into  a  mistake,  by 
asserting  that  the  words  just  quoted  mean  putHic 
cof^ession;  and  his  charge  of  nnfaimess  against  the 
Archbishop  being  utterly  unjust,  should  be  retorted 
against  himself. 

But,  suppose  enl  tS>v  ayiciv  should  speak  of  ctm^ 
fession  made  in  public^  what  does  it  matter  to  the 
point  at  issue  ?  Does  not  St.  Basil  say  that  confes- 
sion must  be  made  by  these  who  have  sinned  to 
those  to  ivhom  the  dispensation  of  the  mysteries  of 
Qcd  have  been  committed!  Are  not  they  those  who 
succeed  the  Apostles  in  the  priesthood  t  Now  if  St. 
Basil  says  this  so  clearly,  as  only  the  wilfully  blind 
can  fail  to  see,  it  follows  that  confession,  whether 
private  OT  ptiblic,  must  always  be  made  to  the  priests, 
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who  alone  can  abflolve  from  nn.     And  tfaia^  tbb 
and  no  more,  is  what  we  wish  to  prove. 

But  Dr.  SteacniB  may  be  mnch  soiprised  wben  lie 
hears  that  the  Aiehbishop  is  even  justified  In  having 
qnoted  St  Baal  as  he  has  done  in  the  fiist  edition  of 
the  '^  Faith  of  our  Fathers,"  namely  in  jcfining  to- 
gether the  two  passages  of  the  229th  and  2S8th 
answers  of  Beg.  Brev. ;  as  the  second  was  the 
complement  and  the  exposition  of  the  first,  thoiig;h 
separated  from  it  in  the  Benedictine  Edition  by 
many  pages.  Dr.  Steams,  highly  scandalized  at 
snch  a  manner  d  quoting,  qualifies  it  with  abonve 
langnage.  But  he  would  doubtless  have  avoided 
it  had  his  little  acquaintance  with  the  writings  of  the 
Fathers  not  hindered  him  from  knowing,  that  one  of 
the  brightest  lights  of  the  Greek  Church,  St.  Anas- 
tasius  Sinaita,  had  quoted  the  same  passage  of  St 
Basil,  in  the  same  manner  and  for  the  same  purpose, 
as  did  Archbishop  Gibbons.  (See  Migne,  P.  G.  t 
89,  p.  375.) 

Before  dismissing  the  analysis  of  St.  Basil's  doc- 
trine on  confession,  we  are  obliged  to  say  a  word  on 
the  following  passage  quoted  by  Dr.  Steams  as  St 
Basil's,  in  his  favor :  '^  I  do  not  confess  with  the  lips, 
that  I  may  bo  made  manifest  to  the  people,  but 
within,  in  the  very  heart,  closing  my  eye,  I  show 
the  groaning  within  me  to  Thee  oHonCy  who  seest  in 
secret^  roaring  within  myself."    Hom.  in  Ps.  37,  8. 
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The  reader  should  be  made  aware  that  this  Hom- 
ily, from  which  the  text  is  taken,  is  spuriofiSj  and 
not  found  among  the  genuine  writings  of  St.  Basil. 
(See  Migne,  P.  G.  vol.  29,  p.  210.)  But  even 
granting  its  authenticity,  the  quotation  proves  noth- 
ing against  the  Archbishop,  but  very  much  against 
Dr.  Steams,  who  alleges  it  in  the  present  case.  For 
the  text  runs  thus:  ''After  this  then  David  says: 
I  roared  with  the  groaning  of  my  heart.  Not  that 
I  may  become  manifest  to  many,  do  I  confess 
with  the  lips,  but  with  my  heart  itself,  with  eyes 
closed,  to  Thee  alone  who  seest  secret  things,  roar- 
ing within  myself,  I  make  known  my  groanmgs." 
It  is  then  David  who  speaks,  not  SL  Basil;  and 
David,  of  course,  could  not  go  to  confession,  for, 
the  Sacrament  of  Penance  being  not  yet  instituted, 
it  was  by  contrition  alone  that  the  royal  penitent 
could  obtain  forgiveness  of  his  sins.  Yet  the  reader 
was  made  to  believe  by  this  quotation,  attributed  to 
St.  Basil,  that  this  illustrious  Doctor  of  the  Church 
had  rejected  Sacramental  Confession. 

We  have  done.  The  doctrine  of  the  Fathers  as 
quoted  by  the  Archbishop  has  been  discussed;  they 
lived  and  wrote  before  the  pontificate  of  St.  Leo  the 
Great,  and  all  clearly  bear  witness  to  the  power 
possessed  by  God's  priests,  of  absolving  from  sin  in 
the  Sacrament  of  Penance;  they  testify,  one  and  all, 

to  the  necessity  of  confession.    We  could  also  quote 
45 
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the  tesdmonj  of  TertiiUian  (de  Foenit.  n.  8,  lg\ 
of  St.  Cyprian  (de  Zapsis  c  26)^  of  Origoi  (horn. 
2  and  3  in  Lev.),  of  6t  Hilaxj  (m  MatUu  o.  16  and 
c.  18),  of  St  Athanasins  (Tiaet  ia  31nd,  Euntes  in 
pagam,  ete^  and  in  Fiagm.  contra  NovaL),  ai  St. 
Innocent  I.  (Ep.  25,  ad  Deoentlam),  and  oi  oHhem 
wlio  flomrished  before  St.  Leo  the  Gieai. 

Now,  in  &ce  of  sach  an  arra j  of  Fathera,  would 
the  reader  bdieve  that  Dr.  StearnSy  with  chancteF- 
ifitio  andacily,  had  daared  (p.  328)  to  diailenge  the 
Archbishop  to  prodoce  oot  of  the  genuine  imtings 
of  the  Fathers,  Greek  and  Latin,  ^  who  wrote  before 
the  time  of  Leo,  one  passage,  only  one,  insisting 
upon  the  necessity  of  Sacramental  Confession  as  a 
divine  institution  f 

Add  to  this  the  many  other  testimonies  in  ib» 
writings  of  the  Fathers,  after  Leo  the  Great— 4;he 
canons  of  many  Coancils-*-the  ^^Labn  PoenitentialeB," 
and  then  let  the  reader  jndge  whether  the  Arch- 
bishop was  not  too  moderate  when  he  said  (p.  398): 
''With  a  reckless  disregard  of  the  nnanimons  voice 
of  antiquity,  oar  adversaries  have  the  hardihood  to 
assert,  that  private  or  Sacramental  Confession  [viz. 
confession  made  to  a  priest  in  order  to  be  absolved 
from  sin]  was  introduced  at  a  period  subaequttit  to 
the  twelfth  century.'' 

It  must  surely  be  a  matter  of  much  amnsement  to 
the  reader,  to  hear  Dr.  Steams  gravely  declare,  that 
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NectaxiaS;  Bishop  of  Constantinople  in  the  year  390, 
abolished  Bacramental  Confession  of  sins,  after  having 
Keard  St.  Chiysostom,  Nectarius'  immediate  suc- 
-cess^r  in  the  See  of  Constantinople,  insisting  on  the 
xxecessitj  of  oonfesnng  all  grievous  sins,  on  account 
q£  the  power  of  loosing  and  binding  given  to  the 
priests.  Nectarius  did  away  with  the  office  of  Penp- 
ientiarp  Priest^  who  from  the  3d  century  had  been  ap- 
pointed to  hear  the  confessions  of  those  who  had  corA' 
tniUed  crimes  for  which  they  had  to  svktmiit  to  public 
jpenance.  This  office  being  abolished,  penitents  were 
ifiree  to  address  themselves  for  confession  to  the 
Bishop  or  to  any  one  of  the  priests,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  they  were  free  to  do  before  the  institution  of 
the  Peniientiaryj  and  as  they  might  have  done  with 
regard  to  other  sins  wliich  did  not  entail  a  jpublie  pen- 
ame^  even  when  the  Penitentiary  was  in  existence. 
.  JoanneB  Jejunator  who  was  Patriarch  of  Constan- 
tinople in  A.D.  586  has  left  us  an  evident  document 
concerning  the  practice  of  private  confession,  in  his 
work  entitled :  ''  Ordo  ^ga  eos  qui  peccata  oonfiten- 
tur.'^  (See  Migne^P.  G.  t.  88^  p.  X890.)  From  this 
document  we  also  learn  that  confession  made  to  the 
priest  was  considered  as  a  confession  made  to  God. 
"  My  spiritual  child,"  says  the  priest,  "  it  is  not  I  who 
primarily  and  especially  hear  thy  confession,  nor  is  it 
I  who  (primarily  and  especially)  give  you  absolu- 
tion^  but  through  me  G^  receives  the  confession  of 
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thy  sins  (for  the  work  is  His)  and  by  my  voice  gives 
and  imparts  the  remission  thereof  to  thee,  according 
as  with  His  own  lips  He  has  declared  it,  in  the  abmi- 
dance  of  His  unspeakable  mercy,  saying :  whaftever 
ye  shall  bind  or  shall  loose  upon  earth,  shall  be  in 
heaven  bound  or  loosed  (Matth.  xvi.  19).  Reveal  then 
and  declare  in  presence  of  the  holy  angels,  nor  bide 
from  me  anything  which  thou  mayst  secretly  have 
done,  but  confess  as  to  God  who  knows  the  hidden 
secrets  of  the  heart." 

Nor  is  it  less  amusing  to  see  Dr.  Steams  quoting 
the  words  of  the  Apostle  (I.  Cor.  xL  28),  against  the 
necessity  of  confession.  '^  Let  a  man  prove  himself 
and  so  let  him  eat  of  that  bread  and  drink  of  the 
chalice."  No  doubt,  Dr.  Steams,  a  man  has  to 
"  prove  "  himseK,  for  he  has  to  examine  into  his  own 
conscience  whether  or  not  there  be .  any  mortal  sin 
upon  his  soul.  If  he  have  none,  then  can  he  receive 
the  Holy  Eucharist.  But  if  he  be  conscious  of  hav- 
ing committed  a  mortal  sin,  then  must  he  take  the 
proper  means  of  becoming  worthy  to  approach  the 
Holy  Table.  Now  among  these  means  is  the  Sacra- 
ment of  Penance  as  instituted  by  Christ. 

But  still  more  ludicrous  is  it,  to  hear  our  oppo- 
nent quoting  Cardinal  Wiseman,  in  order  to  prove 
that  Sacramental  Confession  to  a  priest  became  ne- 
cessary for  the  remission  of  sins  only  in  the  thirteenth 
century,  because  the  truly  learned  Cardinal  had  said: 


THE  SACRAMENt  09  P6NAK0E.  533 

"it  was  not  until  the  thirteenth  century  that  the 
practice  oi public  penance  completely  ceased." ! ! ! 

Volumes  migbt  be  written  on  the  liappy  effects  of 
Sacramental  Confession.  For  the  present  we  prefer 
referring  our  readers  to  the  brief  sketch  given  by 
the  AJtehbishop  in  bis  book^  and  we  conclude  with 
the  wofds  of  the  celebrated  Protestant  Leibnitz  :  ^'It 
^nnot  be  denied  that  the  institution  of  confession 
was  worthy  olt  divine  wisdom,  and  this  above  all  else 
in  the  Christian  r^%iaii  is  certainly  praiseworthy  and 
sublime,  and  has  excited  the  admiration  even  of  the 
Japanese  and  Chinese  tbemselvesw  For  the  neces- 
^y  of  havipg  tp  confess  deters  many  from  sins,  and 
those  ei^edaUy  who  are  not  yet  hardened ;  and  it 

affords  great  consolation  to  the  fiEillen 

Tbis  G^nsel  [that  of  a  prudent  and  pious  confessor] 
asiists  us  in  governing  our  passions,  in  diseovermg 
onxr  vioes,  in  avcdding  the  occasions  of  mn  ^  it  helps 
to  the  reattoration  of  ill-gotten  goods,  to  repair  in- 
juries^  to  shake  off  doubts^  to  li&  up  the  afflicted  mind,* 
i&  fine,  to  remove  or  Hghten  all  the  evils  of  the  sonL'^ 
(Bystema  Theolog.  Confession*) 
45» 
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CHAPTER  XXVIJI. 

niTDULGENCES. 

An  ''  Indulgence/'  in  Ecclesiastical  langnagey 
means  a  remission  by  the  lawful  superiorsy  in  whole 
or  in  part,  througli  the  superabundant  merits  of  Jesus 
Christ  and  his  Saints,  of  the  temporal  punishment 
due  to  God  on  account  of  personal  sin,  after  the  guilt 
and  eternal  punishment  have  been  renlitted. 

The  question  is :  Has  the  power  of  granting  Indul- 
gences to  be  exercised  in  its  entirety  by  the  Pope, 
and  to  some  extent  by  the  Bishops,  been  entrusted 
bv  Christ  to  His  Church  ? 

The*  Archbishop  (p.  428)  says :  "  That  our  Lord 
has  given  to  the  Church  the  power  of  granting  In- 
dulgences is  clearly  deduced  from  the  Sacred  Text. 
To  the  Prince  of  the  Apostles  he  said :  '  Whatsoever 
thou  shalt  bind  on  earth  shall  be  bound  in  heaven ; 
and  whatsoever  thou  shalt  loose  on  earth  shall  be 
loosed  in  heaven.'  And  to  all  the  Apostles  assembled 
together  He  made  the  same  solemn  declaration.  By 
these  words  our  Saviour  empowered  His  Church  to 
deliver  her  cliildren  (if  properly  disposed)  from  every 
obstacle  that  might  retard  them  from  the  kingdom  of 
lii«>aven.  Now,  there  are  two  impediments  that  with- 
V>)d  a  man  from  the  heavenly  kingdom, — sin,  and 
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the  temporal  punishment  incoired  by  it.  And  the 
Ohnrch,  having  power  to  remit  the  greater  obstacle, 
which  is  sin,  has  power  also  to  remove  the  smaller 
obstacle,  which  is  the  temporal  punishment  due  on 
account  of  it.'' 

This  argument  is  too  ludd  and  strong  for  Dr. 
Steams;  he  dares  not  grapple  with  it.  But  the 
Archbishop's  second  proof  is  more  exposed,  for  the 
Doctor  is  too  valiant  not  to  use  a  time-honored  objec- 
tion, worn  and  battered  though  it  be.  The  Arch- 
bishop maintains  that  St.  Paul  (II.  Cor.  ii.  6-10) 
exercised  the  power  of  granting  Indulgences  in 
behalf  of  the  incestuous  Corinthian;  for,  having 
condemned  him  to  a  severd  penance  proportioned 
to  his  guilt,  upon  hearing  of  his  fervent  contri- 
tion, the  Apostle  remitted  the  penalty  that  he  had 
imposed. 

"The  case  of  the  'incestuous  Corinthian,' "  says 
the  Doctor  (p.  360),  "is  an  instance  of  the  ancient 
IndtUgenee^  the  remission  of  the  penalty  due  to  the 
Church  J  not  to  God ;  and  has  therefore  nothing  what- 
ever to  do  with  the  modem  Roman  Indulgence." 

If  the  Doctor  will  only  take  the  pains  to  consider 
the  alleged  text  attentively,  he  may  learn  that  the 
punishment  remitted  was  due  to  God,  for  St.  Paul 
declares:  "What  I  have  pardoned  ....  I  have 
done  it  in  the  person  of  Christ  \lv  npoacjiTiM)  'xpiOTov^ 
which  Theodoret  paraphrases:    "This,  he  says,  I 
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do,  08  it  were  under  the  eyes  of  Christy  and  tritli 
His  approval''  (Inteip.  in  2  ep«  ad  Cor.  a  2,  ▼.  10). 

The  Arohbishop  shows  that  the  same  power  was 
exercised  by  the  Bishqps  of  the  early  Church,  beoaose 
they  mitigated  or  cancelled  the  public  p^ianaes  to 
which  repenting  sinners  were  sobjected.  Tha  £ev. 
''  Chaplain  of  Easton^'^  in  answer  (p.  359),  has  reoomBe 
to  his  former  cavil :  ''  The  ancient  Indu^enoe  was 
not  the  remission  of  the  penalty  dua  to  Gk>dy  bnt  ol 
the  penalty  due  to  the  Church." 

Now,  it  is  plain,  &om  the  veiy  nature  <^  the  oaaoB- 
ioal  penances,  that  they  were  intended  to  bey  &bI  oi 
all,  a  satisfaction  due  to  Grod.  This  idea  fincb  ^- 
pression  in  all  the  early  Fathers^  Wa  shall  quote 
only  St.  Cyprian,  who  concludes  his  ^Motise  De 
La/psis  with  these  words:  ''If  any  one  has  mored 
Him  [God]  more  by  his  satisfaction,  if  he  has  ap* 
peased  His  anger,  and  by  becoming  suj^lioation 
made  reparation  for  the  offence  \  He  grants  again 
weapons  to  arm  the  conquered|  He  repfdia  and 
strengthens  the  forces  by  which  recovered  faith  may 
increase.  ....  He  who  has  thas  satisfied  Grod,  who 
by  repentance  for  his  deed,  by  shame  for  his  guilt, 
has  gathered  an  increase  of  strength  and  fsdth  £fom 
8anow  for  his  fall,  heard  and  assisted  by  the  L(»d, 
W  win  rejoice  the  Church,  whom  he  afflicted,  and 
wmt   not    only    God's    pardon    but    likewise    a 
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^^ The  Archbishop  talkfl  in  his  definition/'  adds 
the  Doctor  [p.  360), ''  of  the  snpembundsCnt  merits 
of  JesoB  Christ  and  His  Saints.  His  Saints  have  no 
Bnperabnndant  merits :  when  they  have  done  all,  th^y 
are  '  unprofitable  servants '  (St.  Luke  xvii.  10) ;  they 
have  merely  '  done  what  was  their  dnty  to  do/  " 

We  call  the  reader's  attention  to  the  following, 
points.  First,  the  Doctor  implicitly  acknowledges 
our  Saviour's  snpeiabnndant  merits.  The  Church, 
theref5re,  needs  no  other  fund  upon  which  to  draw 
for  the  granting  of  Indulgences. 

Secondly,  Holy  Scripture  repeatedly  testifies 
that  the  Saints,  during  the  time  of  their  mortal  life, 
gain  merits  before  God.  ''Be  glad  and  rejoice," 
says  our  Lord,  "for  your  reward  is  very  great  in 
heaven"  (Matth.  v.  12) j  and  St.  Paul  testifies: 
"Every  man  shall  receive  his  own  reward  accord- 
ing to  his  own  labor"  (I.  Cor.  iii.  8).  The  text 
quoted  by  the  Doctor  (St  Luke  xvii.  10)  does  not 
imply  that  the  servants  of  God  go  without  reward 
when  they  have  done  what  is  cammandedf  but  that 
they  are  not  to  pride  themselves  on  their  fidelity, 
and  that  for  doing  their  strict  duty  they  have  no 
claim  to  special  praise  or  recompense.  But  it  is  not 
said  that  they  cannot  do  more  than  is  commanded. 
"  If  thou  wilt  enter  into  life,  keep  the  commandments 
.  •  •  •  If  thou  wilt  be  perfect,  go,  sell  what  thou 
hast,  and  give  to  the  poor,  and  thou  shalt  have 
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tzeasure  in  heaven :  and  come,  follow  me"  (Matth. 
xix.  17-21). 

Thirdly;  since  good  works  peorfonaed  in  the  a^ate 
of  grace  not  only  merit  a  xeward  but  also  pay  off 
temporal  ponishment,  it  follows  that  the  8idnt8  inay 
have  saperabondant  ments.  ¥oty  not  U>  ^peak  of 
the  B.  Virgin  Maiy,  ever  Immaciilatey  or  of  St*  John 
the  Baptist;  sanctified  in  his  mother's  woml^who 
can  deny  that  the  innumerable  legionsT  of  Martyrs^ 
the  coontless  hosts  of  GonfessorS;  who  by  the  pcaotiiOe 
of  most  heroic  virtues  glorified  the  Church  of  God, 
more  than  satisfied  for  their  own  transgressionsf 

But;  even  ^*  if  they  had  superabundant  merita,'' 
says  the  Doctor^ ''  those  merits,  alongside  of  themctats 
of  Christ,  would  be  simply  nauffht^  for  the  fini|» 
alongside  of  the  Infinite  is  ffero,  as  every  mathema- 
tician knows." 

The  Doctor's  matnematics  have  led  hiia  too  fac 
Does  he  mean  that  there  is  an  infinite  distatioe  be- 
tween the  merits  of  Christ  and  those  of  the  Santa, 
that  there  is  no  proportion  between  themf  Then 
we  have  nothing  to  say.  We  gcant,  moreover,  and 
maintain  that  the  merits  of  the  Saints  are  derived 
from  the  infinite  merits  of  Christ  But  does  it  fol- 
low, as  the  Doctor  seems  to  hint,  that  the  merits  of 
the  Saints  are  no  merits  at  all  f  Does  it  follow  that 
the  Saints  cannot  do  for  others,  what  these,  with 
the  same  finite  nature  and  limited  perflations,  might 
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So  for  ^emfielvesf  Hie  Doctor  might  as  w^l 
Tpf^mfniTi  that  a  created  being,  beoaose  finite^  has  no 
reality  at  aSL 

The  selling  of  Indulgences  is  another  strong 
point  of  the  Doctor's.  The  Ohmck  pennits  no  such 
sale.  A  spiritual  £avor  may  be  granted  under  con* 
di^oni^ ;  and  abasgi^ing,  so  Oiften  inculcated  by  the 
SeriptmeS;  is  a  Tory  suitable  condition,  especially 
'when  for  the  poor  some  other  pious  work  may  be 
Bubstituted,  and  when  Utte  ahns  freely  gi\'en  are  de- 
voted to  the  biilding  of  a  temple  that  is  the  glory  of 
Ghristendem.  Leo  X.  never  overstepped  these 
bocmds.  The  Doctor's  insinuation  about  the  New 
York  Oathedral  is  a  piece  of  impertinence,  which  to 
notice  would  be  doing  it  too  much  honor. 


OHAPTEB  XXEL. 

BXTREME  TIKCTION. 

Db.  Stxabns  devotes  only  half  a  page  to  Ex- 
treme Unctknt.  He  has  but  oiie  objection  (p.  361): 
<'  The  unction  prescribed  by  St.  James  (v.  14,  15), 
so  far  fisom  being  ^extreme"  is  for  the  very  purpose 
of  healmg  the  sick,  whereas  the  anointing  pre- 
scribed by  Rome  is'nev^  performed  except  when  the 
eicl(  peison  is  thought  to  be  in  extremis^  and  is  there- 
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fore,  as  our  25tli  Article  expresses  it,  'a  oocnqpt  fol- 
lowing of  the  Apostles.' " 

We  are  at  a  loss  for  tlie  Doctor's  meaning.  Does  be 
suppose  that  Extreme  Unction  is  Adnmiisterod  in  the 
Catholic  Chnrch  only  at  the  very  point  of  death  t  or, 
that  the  Chnrch  calls  it  ^'  extreme, "  because  it  sboold 
be  deferred  till  the  sick  person's  life  is  despaired  oft 
If  such  is  his  meaning,  and  we  can  find  no  other  inr 
terpretation,  then  the  Doctor  is  in  error,  and  that  cnl- 
pably.  The  Archbishop  expressly  says  (p.  437): 
*'  Extreme  Unction  is  a  Sacrament  in  which  the  sick 
....  receive  spiritual  succor  and  even  corporal 
strength  [viz.  restoration  to  health],  when  it  is  con- 
ducive to  their  salvation.  This  unction  is  called  ex- 
tremej  because  it  is  usually  the  last  of  the  holy  unc- 
tions administered  by  the  Church  [viz.  not  only  suc- 
ceeding the  unctions  of  Baptism,  but  also  of  Con- 
firmation]." 

That  the  unction  of  which  St.  James  speaks  should 
be  administered  only  to  persons  seriously  ill,  appears 
from  the  Greek  word  Kafivovra,  which  means  sufier- 
ing  from  a  serious  complaint,  and  from  these  other 
words  of  the  same  Apostle  (v.  15),  "  the  Lord  shall 
raise  him  up,''  iyepel  avrbv  6  Kvpio^, 

That  the  unction  enjoined  by  St.  James  is  a  true 
Sacrament,  is  manifest  from  the  words :  ''if  he  [the 
sick  man]  be  in  sins,  they  shall  be  forgiven  him.''  A 
Sacrament  is  an  exterior  rite  conveying  sanctifying 
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gsgice  to  the  booI  ;  and  the  rite  of  which  St.  James 
speaks  conyeys  saxictifyiBg  grace,  because  the  le- 
imssion  of  sin  is  not  effected  save  by  the  infusion  of 
this  grace  into  the  souL 

The  Fathers  also  speak  of  Extreme  Unction  as  a 
Sacrament,  ei^  gr.  Qrigen  (Hom.  2,  in  Lev.  n.  4), 
^t.  John  Ghrysostom  (lib.  3,  De  Sacerd.  n.  6),  St. 
fnnocent  L  (Ep.  25^  n.  11),  and  many  others. 


CHAPTER  XXX, 

THE  PBTESTHOOD. 

The  Doctor's  chapter  on  the  priesthood  is  even 
shorter  than  the  preceding,  ^is  only  remark  is  that 
the  Archbishop  quotes  as  spoken  to  the  Priests  what 
yr^^  really  spoken  to  the  Levites, 
'  Well,  apply  the  passage  ii^  question  (Num.  xvL  8, 
9)  to  the  Levites;  what  then?  The  Archbishop's 
argoment  only  becomes  stronger.  His  object  is  to 
set  forth  the  digpity  of  the  Catholic  priesthood.  Is 
the  dignity  of  the  successors  of  the  Apostles  com- 
promised by  a  eulogy  of  the  lowest  order  in  the 
Ifii^istry  of  tl^e  old  dispensation!  Have  the  words 
UPapplication  to  the  Priests  of  the  New  Law  !  ''  Hear, 
ye  sons  of  Levi.     Is  it  a  small  thing  unto  you,  that 

t^a  God  of  Israel  hath  separated  you  £x)m  all  the 
46 
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people,  and  joined  you  to  Himself,  that  ye  slionld 
serve  Him  in  the  service  of  the  tabernacle,  and 
should  stand  hefore  the  congregation  of  the  people, 
and  minister  nnto  Himf  (Nmn.  xvL  8,  9). 

Those  of  our  readers  who  would  wish  to  see  proofs 
that  the  rite  by  which  Holy  Orders  and  especially 
the  priesthood  are  conferred  is  a  Sacrament,  may 
consult  our  works  on  the  Sadraments.  Here  we  shall 
only  point  out  the  admonition  of  St.  Paul  to  Tim- 
othy whom  he  himself  had  ordained  (II.  Tim.  i.  6): 
"Stir  Up  the  grace  which  is  in  thee  ty  (dia)  the  im- 
position of  my  hands  J "  together  with  a  passage  from 
St.  Gregory  the  Great:  "The  Sacraments  of  Holy 
Orders  we  receive  from  the  Prelates  (doctoribus)  of 
the  Church  exteriorly,  but  we  are  interiorly  strength- 
ened through  the  virtue  of  the  Sacraments  by  Al- 
mighty God.  The  virtue  of  the  Sacrament,  truly, 
is  the  grace  of  the  sevenfold  Spirit.  .  Those  who  re- 
ceive this  grace  are  changed,  as  if  they  had  received 
a  new  heart,  because  they  whom  the  Holy  Spirit 
strengthens,  become  at  once  that  which  they  were 
not  before"  (Expos,  in  I.  Keg*  lib.  4,  c.  5,  n. 
S3). 

With  regard  to  Anglican  Ordinations,  we  shall 
f^tc  from  Canon  Estcourt,  who,  after  examining 
^  question  with  the  greatest  care,  draws  the  foUow- 
*>t^  vvmclusions : 

'^  Anglican  OnUnations  must  be  considered  as  alto* 


THB  PRIfiSTUOOD.  543 

gather  invalidy  and  there  is  neitHer  Bishop,  Priest, 
nor  Deacon  in  the  Anglican  Communion. 

^'  1.  Because  from  the  year  1554  it  has  been  the  un- 
varying practice  of  the  Catholic  Church  so  to  con- 
sider and  treat  them. 

^'2.  Because  there  are  grave  doubts  whether  Bar- 
low, the  conseciator  of  Parker,  had  ever  himself  re- 
ceived episcopal  consecration ;  and,  in  fact,  the  prob- 
abilities of  the  case  incline  more  strongly  against 
than  in  favor  of  it. 

'^  3.  Because  the  Anglican  foims  of  Ordination  have 
been  altered  from  the  ancient  form,  both  by  way  of 
mutilation  and  addition,  in  such  a  manner  o^  to  ex- 
clude on  the  part  of  those  participating  in  tho  acts 
enjoined,  any  intention  of  conferring  or  receiving  a 
Sacrament,  or  Sacramental  grace,  or  a  Spuitual  char- 
acter, or  any  sacerdotal  or  episcopal  power. 

'^  4.  Because  the  same  forms  have  been  also  altered 
purposely,  with  the  view  of  excluding  the  idea  of  the 
priest  at  his  Ordination  receiving  power  to  offer  sac- 
rifice. 

*^  5.  Because  AngHcan  Bishops  and  Priests  at  the 
time  of  ordination  join  in  a  profession  contrary  to  the 
Catholic  faith  in  the  Holy  SacnHce ;  thus  assuming 
on  themselves,  by  their  own  act^  the  spirit  of  errone- 
ous intentions  with  which  the  alterations  were  made. 

^'6.  Because  the  meaning  here  attributed  to  the 
Anglican  forms  receives  confirmation  from  the  fact  of 
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its  being  doubtful  whether  the  word  '  priest '  in  thb 
Anglican  forms  of  Or^nation  means  a  priest  in  the 
sense  of  the  Catholic  Church,  that  is  to  say^  sacerdoSf 
'  a  sacrificing  priest.' 

*^  7.  Because  the  meaning  of  the  same  tarmB  is  for' 
ther  illustrated  from  the  '  Order  of  Administration  of 
Holy  Commimioh '  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer, 
which  is  found  to  be  contxacy  to  the  Catholic  faith  in 
the  doctrines  of  the  Holy  Sacrifice  of  the  Eucharist 
and  the  Real  Presence"  (p.  373 — ^The  Qaestion  of 
Anglican  Ordinations  Discussed  ^  London,  1873). 


CHAPTER  XXXL 

CEUBACT  OF  THE  CLEROT. 

Our  readers  have  already  concluded  that  Dh 
Steams  was  in  a  very  ironical  frame  of  mind  when 
Le  sat  down  to  entitle  his  latest  production  the 
**  Faith  of  Our  Forefathers.'?  We  have  followed 
him,  step  by  step,  through  pages  of  misstatements, 
mitirepresentations,  illogical  deductions,  ealunmidus 
ia«iimptions  (unconsciously  such,  we  fiftin  would  be- 
licxt^),  and  everywhere  we  have  found  him  in  direct 
o|jqfHM«i(ion  to  the  doctrine  of  Scripture,  and  standing 
ftlti^ltfcsly,  to  use  his  own  elegant  phraseology,  "  in 
fh^'-W^h  of  the  Fathers."  But  in  liis  chapter  on  the 
\jlitilili<jr  <rf  the  clergy  he  surpasses  ev^n  himself;  he 
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felt  that  bis  book  was  drawing  to  a  close,  and  he 
nerved  himself  for  one  supreme  effort.  This  effort 
has  been  a  remarkable  success ;  for  there  is  scarcelj 
a  single  proposition  or  statement  in  tliis  whole  chap- 
ter that  is  not  diametrically  opposed  to  the  teaching 
of  the  Doctors  of  the  primitive  Church.  But  of  this, 
more  anon ;  we  shall  first  give  a  brief  exposition  o^ 
the  Church's  teaching  on  this  point  of  discipline. 
The  Church  imposes  upon  all  whom  she  admits  to 
Holy  Orders  the  strictest  obligation  of  celibacy,  an 
obligation  which  is  contracted  when  one  is  promoted 
to  the  Bubdiaconate.  Every  one  who  receives  Holy 
Orders  is  fully  aware  of  this  obligation^  and  conse- 
quently there  is  perfect  freedom  of  action-^no  one  is 
drafted  into  the  service  of  the  altar.  This  celibacy 
of  the  clergy  is  a  rule  of  discipline  which  the  Church- 
has  thought  proper  to  adopt  because  it  is  conformable 
to  the  oldest  traditions;  and|  moreover,  it  is  but 
meet  that  the  ministers  of  Jesus  Christ  should  ])e 
wholly  devoted  to  the  sacred  duties  of  their  calling, 
and  free  from  the  cares  of  a  family. 

But  is  not  this  teaching  "  expressly  declared  by 
the  Spirit,  -speaking  by  the  mouth  of  the  Apostle 
(I.  Tim.  iv.  1-5),  to  be  a  doctrine  of  dfevils  "  ?  Dr. 
Steams  (p.  364)  thinks  it  is,  showing  thereby  how 
little  acquainted  he  is  with  the  teaching  of  St.  Paul 
and  of  the  Catholic  Church  on  this  subject.     "Thig 

passage  of  the  Apostle/'  as  the  Archbishop  had  al« 
46* 
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ready  well  observed,  ^alludes  to  the  ^biomtefl^ 
Gnostics,  and  Manidieand,  wbo  .positively  ian^t 
tbat  maniage  is  sihAil.  The  Oatholio  Church,  on 
the  contrary,  holds  that  matrimoiiif  isnot  only  a4aw- 
fiil  state  for  those  who  are  called  to  embrace  it,  but 
that  it  is  also  a  sacrament,  and  thai  the  highest  de- 
gree of  holiness  ia  attainable  in  conjugal  life" 
(p.  462). 

If  we  undertook  to  bring  forward  all  the  testimo- 
nies of  antiquity  in  favor  of  this  law  of  celibacy,  w4 
lihould  never  finish.  A  few  examples  will  stiffioet<r 
sliow  what  the  Fathers  thotight  on  this  sabject 
Origen  (Horn,  xxiii.  in  Nutn;  n.  3)  wiites  thus:  '^It 
is  certain  that  the  unceasing  sacHBce  is  impeded  hj 
those  who  serve  the  necessities  of  wedlock.  Wheie- 
fore  it  appears  to  me,  that  it  belongs:  to  him  alone  io 
offer  the  unceasing  sacrifice,  who  has  devoted  himself 
to  an  unceasing  and  perfect  chastity.^  And  Euse^ 
bius;  speaking  of  the  teachers  and  {Preachers  of  the 
word  of  God  in  the  NewTestamentj  namely  of  Bish- 
ops and  Priests,  writes  as  follows  (Dem.  E  vang.  Lib.  I^ 
c,  9):  "It  is  but  proper  that  those  who  have  been 
consecrated,  and  who  are  engaged  in  the  ministry  of 
God,  should  restrain  themselves  for  the  future  from 
all  matrimonial  commerce."  St.  Epiphahius  declares 
(Hseres.  48,  n.  9):  "As  Christ  had  shown  that  the 
priestly  office  and  dignity  should  be  conferred  upoB 
those  as  a  pattern  who,  after  being  once  manied,  hacl 
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preserved  continency,  cm:  who  had  ever  Hved  in  a 
Btate  of  virginal  purity;  the  same  afterwards  did  th«f 
Apostles  becomingly  and  reli^ously  ordain  as  a  lUw 
qf  the  Church/or  the  Priesthood:^  and  further  on  he 
adds  (Hseres.  59,  n.  4) :  '*Him  that  is  living  in  w^- 
lock  and  begetting  children,  ^ven  though  the  husband 
of  one  wife,  the  holy  Chur<3h  of  God  neV^r  elevated 
to  the  order  of  deacon,  priest,  of  bishop,  nor  even- 
to  that  of  subdeacon^  but  him  alone  who  refraiiifih 
from  that  one  wifb^  or  is  a  ^Hdower:  and  this  espet-^ 
ially  where  the  tdmom  </  ^^  Church  are  *  sirieMy 
observed^  St.  Jerom^  (Lib:  Cent.  Vigil.,  n.  2),^ 
speaking  of  the  Ghurdk  of  the  East,  of  Egypt  and 
Rome,  remarks:  "They  eh6ose  for  bishops,  prieists, 
and  deacons,  either  those  who  had  never  married,  ot 
who  had  lost  theup  wivesj  or  who  after  receiving  Holy 
Orders  lived  in  eontinency.^ 

Again  the  same  holy  Doctor  (Lett.  48,  n.  b\) 
writes:  "The  Apostles  w^re  elth«r  virgins  or,  if 
married,  lived  in  eontineilcy.  Bishop^,  priests,  and 
deacons  are  chosen  from  the  number  of  those  l^ho 
hay^  nevet  been  imited  m  wedlock,  or  who  are 
widowers.  Or  who  certiiinly,  after  Ordination,  live 
in  a  state  of  perpetual  o^libacy."  The  same  is  thef 
teaoliing  of  St*  Ambrose  (1.  1,  De  Officiis,  c.  50), 
St.  Augustine  (1.  2^  De  Conjug.  Adult,  c.  20,  h.  22), 
St.  Siricius,  (Epist.  ad  Himerium  c*  7),  St.  Leo  the 
Great  (Epist.  92,  e.  3)^  ^tc.>  ote. 
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.  The  testimony  of  the  early  Councils  of  the  Chuich 
is  as  positive  as  that  of  the  Fathers  just  quoted. 
We  shall  add  a  few  in  confirmation  of  our  doctrine. 
The  Council  of  Elvira  (A.D.  305.  cap.  33)  enjoins 
celibacy  upon  bishops  and  priests  under  penalty  of 
interdict  or  suspension  from  their  functions.  The 
Council  of  Neo-Csesarea  (A.D.  314)  enforces  the 
same  rule  (Can.  1)  ''If  a  priest  many  let  him  be 
removed  from  his  order: ''  and  in  the  Second  Council 
of  Carthage  (A.D.  397)  we  find  the  following  canon: 
''It  hath  seemed  right  and  proper  that  the  bishops 
and  priests  of  God,  as  weU  as  the  Levites  who  ad* 
minister  at  the  divine  sacraments,  should  be  chaste 
in  all  things,  that  they  may  with  greater  singleness 
of  heart  obtain  from  God  what  they  pray  for,  so 
that  the  teachings  of  the  Apostles  and  the  traditiana 
qf  antiquity  may  be  preserved  by  us.  By  the  whole 
body  of  the  episcopacy  this  has  been  declared: 
it  hath  pleased  all,  that  bishops,  priests  and  deacons 
and  those  who  engage  in  the  sacramental  functions 
should  keep  themselves  chaste,  abstaining  even 
from  their  wives''  (can.  2).  The  same  law  was 
enforced  and  confirmed  by  subsequent  councils  in 
Africa,  Spain,  Gaul  and  Germany. 

From  these  proofs,  which  cannot  be  gainsaid,  it  is 
evident  that  the  practice  of  clerical  celibacy  is  not  a 
modem  innovation,  as  Protestants  generally  suppose; 
and  that  here,  as  elsewhere,  it  is  Dr.  Steams  and  not 
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the  Ardibishop  who  has  wandered  away  fix)m  the 
faith  of  our  Forefathers.  This  will  appear  more  clear- 
ly from  the  refutation  of  Dr.  Stearns's  objections. 

The  Archbishop  (p.  453)  says:  "The  Church  re- 
quires her  Priests  to  be  pure  in  body  as  well  as  in  soul, 
and  to  'present  their  bodies  a  living  victim,  holy^ 
well-pleasing  unto  God.' "  Now  listen  to  the  Doctor's 
commentary  (p.  363) :  "  This,  if  it  means  anything  to 
the  purpose  of  this  chapter,  means  that  celibacy  is  a 
state  of  comparative  purity,  and  marriage  a  state  of 
comparative  impurity."  This  is  what  is  termed  an 
argument,  and  later  on  the  Doctor  facetiously  styles 
it  a  dilemma  I  Well,  a  dilemma  it  hiight  possibly, 
be,  if  there  were  any  connection  between  the  premise 
and  the  inference  :  but  such  a  connection  exists  only 
in  the  author's  overtaxed  brain.  We  can  imagine 
how  the  learned  old  schoolmen,  versed  in  all  the  fine 
points  of  dialectics  and  philosophy,  would  gape  ahd 
stare  at  such  an  argtimentand  such  a  dilemma.  The 
Doctor's  dilemma  has  suggested  to  us  the  idea  of 
offering  him  in  return  another  one  just  about  as  logi. 
cal  as  his  own.-  The  Episcopal  Churchy  at  least  ih 
these  United  States,  requires  that  those  who  are 
consecrated  bishops  should  be  men  of  blameless 
lives,  "sober,  Justj  holy,  continent."  From  this  we 
argue^  according  to  our  Doctor's  logic:  "This,  if  it 
means  anything,  means  that  the  episcopacy  is  a  stMe 
of  comparative  morality,  sobriety,  piety,  holiness,  and 
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coiitinencyy  and  the  state  of  the  laity  and  lower 
clergy  one  of  comparative  ImmoraHty,  inebriety,  im- 
piety, wickedness,  and  incontinency/'  Dear  reader, 
if  you  do  happen  not  to  be  a  bishop,  do  not  be  en- 
raged with  us  for  what  may  justly  seem  to  you  a 
most  uncalled-for  insult.  You  do  not  see  the  infer- 
ence, neither  do  we;  but  we  offer  the  argument, 
such  as  it  is,  on  the  authority  of  Eev.  E.  J.  Steams, 
D.D.  It  is  not  to  be  expected  that  lesser  minds  like 
yours  and  ours  should  see  through  such  a  subtle  argu- 
ment, so  we  shall  have  to  take  it  on  faith.  We  ven- 
ture to  remark,  however,  that  the  Doctor's  inference 
in  the  above  ^^ dilemma"  does  not  follow.  The 
only  thing  that  does  follow,  which  no  sensible  man 
can  deny,  is  that  celibacy  being  in  itself  a  state 
more  perfect  than  that  of  mailriage,  purity  is  kept 
in  it  more  perfectly  than  in  the  married  state. 

*'  It  is  needless,''  continues  the  Doctor  (p.  363), 
"to  say  that  there  is  not  a  shadow  of  authority  in 
Scripture  for  this  teaching  of  the  Church  of  Rome.'' 
Why  did  he  say  it  then,  if  it  be  so  needless  1  If  the 
Doctor  means  that  the  marriage  of  priests  is  not  for- 
bidden by  the  law  of  God,  as  declared  in  the  pages 
of  Holy  Writ,  it  is  indeed  needless  for  him  to  give 
such  information,  for  the  Archbishop  had  expressly 
so  stated  (p.  456)  before  him.  But  because  it  is  not 
forbidden  htf  tlhe  law  of  God,  does  it  follow  therefore 
that  it  is  lawful,  as  the  thirty-second  of  the  XXXIX. 
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Articles  of  the  Church  of  England  nnphilosophi- 
cally  and  untheologically  appears  to  argue?  St. 
Chrysostom  writing  to  the  monk  Theodorus,  gives 
a  beautiful  answer  to  this  question ;  we  shall  trans- 
late it  here  (ad.  Theod.  Laps.  Lib.  2,  n.  3). 
"  Marriage  is  honorable  in  all,  and  the  bed  undefiled ;  ♦ 
for  God  will  judge  fornicators  and  adulterers  (Heb. 
xiii.  4).  But  you  are  no  longer  free  to  enjoy  the  privi- 
leges of  marriage.  For  he  is  guilty  of  adultery  who 
having  once  been  married  to  the  heavenly  spouse, 
abandons  him  and  fetters  himself  with  a  wifej 
though  you  may  a  thousand  times  call  this  marriage, 
yea  it  is  worse  than  adultery,  inasmuch  as  God  is 
greater  and  better  than  man.  Do  not  deceive  your^ 
self,  saying  that  God  has  not  forbidden  a  man  to 
marry,  I  know  this  well ;  he  did  not  forbid  mar- 
riage, but  he  has  forbidden  adultery,  which  you  seem 
desirous  of  committing.  God  forbid,  then,  that  you 
should  ever  set  your  thoughts  upon  marriage."  Ac- 
cording to  this  great  Doctor  of  the  Church,  marriage 
is  not  only  in  itself  lawful,  but  honorable;  and  yet,  a 
priest  or  monk,  who  breaks  his  vow  to  enter  the  mar- 
riage state,  is  guilty  of  adultery )  his  marriage  is  a 
mere  sham. 

If  the  Doctor  means  that  celibacy  is  not  strongly 
recommended  in  Scripture  to  such  as  are  able  to  bear 
it,  he  is  most  surely  mistaken  and  is  as  usual,  in  evi- 
dent contradiction  with  himself  j  for  a  few  lines  be- 
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low  (p.  364)  ^e  writes  tb^fts  ^^Tbe  preference  ^ 
given  by  our  Lord  and  Ms  Apostles  (St.  Matth.  xix. 
X2j  I.  Cor.  vii.  32-35)  to  the  single  life  over  tho 
mariied  in  certain  cases,  for  pruflential  reasons,  and 
J^r  its  greater  freedom  froifi  worldly  anxieties."  (ital? 
iGS  ours.)    ' 

T\ie  Archbisliop,  to  show  that  celibacif  is  commended 
Ifyihe  Apostle  to  the  ministers  of  the  Gospel^  ^gnes 
fs0^k  I.  Tim.  iv.  12,  ajid  II.  Cor.  vi.  6,  where  thq 
Bi9hop  is  required  to  be  i^  perfect  pat^m  to  all  the 
faithfdl  "in  chastity." 

^he  reasoning  does  not  please  our  '^  Examining 
Chftplain  ":  hence,  forgetting  (mcempre  the  first  rules, 
npt  only  of  politeness,  but  even  of  propriety  and  com? 
p^on  decency,  he  launches  forth  into  ^he  following 
revolting  language,  whose  shookii^g  indecency  is  its 
greatest  condemnation :  "  I  submit "  he  says  (p.  364), 
f^t^  the  Archbishop's  consideration  this  [absurd] 
dilemma :  Either  his  interpretation  of  I.  Tim.  iv.  12, 
9Bd'  II.  Cor.  vi.  6  (in  yfhich  he  makes  ^  chastity,'  or  af 
it  is  \a  our  Version,  *  purity '  mean  celibacy),  is  false^ 
0S  his  own  father  and  mother  were  unchaste.  If  he 
tipi^  cast  such  an  imputation,  uppn  them,  all  I  can  do 
is  to  protest  most  vehemently  against  it." 

'^  The  Archbishop,"  continues  the  Doctor  (p.  364), 
-^'  admits  that  St.  Peter  was  married,  but  claims  that 
he  gave  up  the  'fellowship  of  his  wife'  after  'his  vooar 
^Cfn,'  because  he  says  (St.  M^tth.  zix.  27)  he  ha4 
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left  all  and  followed  Christ;  and  because  tlie  wife  is 
enmnerated  by  Christ  immediatelj  after,  among  the 
things  thos  left."  This  claim  of  the  Archbishop  is, 
according  to  Dr.  Steams,  ya2«^,  though  it  is  the  claim 
of  the  Fathers,  and  espedally  of  St.  Jerome,  from 
whom,  we  think,  the  Archbishop  took  his  argument 
word  for  word.  Here  are  St.  Jerome's  exact  words, 
which  we  take  great  pleasure  in  offering  in  opposition 
to  the  views  of  Dr.  Steams :  '^  Peter  and  the  other 
Apostles,  indeed  (that  I  may  for  the  present  concede 
more  than  is  required)  had  wives:  but  they  had 
taken  them  at  a  time  when  they  knew  not  the  Gos- 
peL  Upon  being  afterwards  elevated  to  the  Apostle- 
ship,  tJiey  relinquished  the  conjugal  privileges  (as- 
Bumpti  ad  Apostolatum  relinquunt  officium  cof^ih 
ffoUe).  For  when  Peter,  in  the  person  of  all  the 
Apostles,  saith  to  the  Lord :  ^  Behold,  we  have  left  all 
things,  and  have  followed  Thee,  the  Lord  answered 
him:  'Every  one  that  hath  forsaken  houses,  or 
parents,  or  brethren,  or  toife,  or  children,  for  My 
Name's  sake,  shall  receive  a  hundred  fold,  and  shall 
inherit  everlasting  life  "  (1.  1,  Gont.  Jov.  n.  26). 

The  Doctor,  of  course,  prefers  his  own  judgment 
to  that  of  St.  Jerome,  who,  however,  ought  to  be 
looked  upon  as  one  of  the  most  glorious  of  our  Fore- 
fathers— Whence  he  proceeds  with  his  wonted  courage 
(p.  365):  "  That  St.  Peter  didnof  give  up  entirely '  the 

fellowship  of  his  wife^'  we  know  from  the  question 
47 
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of  St  Panli  ^  Have  we  not  power  to  lead  about  a 
Bister,  a  wife,  as  well  as  other  Apostles,  and  as  tlie 
brethren  of  the  Lord,  and  Cephas  ? '  (I.  Cor.  is.  5,) 
It  is  true  the  Archbishop's  version,  following  the 
Rhemish  as  that  follows  the  Vulgate,  translates  ^a 
woitian,  a  sister' ;  but  it  is  equally  true  that  thi$  isQ 
gross  mistranslation^  made  either  from  sheer  igfuh 
ranee f  or  else  for  theological  reasons ^  the  Greek  cowr 
notpossiblff  bear  that  rendering."  We  have  italidsed 
these  words  so  that  our  readers  may  see  hpw  positive 
the  Doctor  is  at  times,  though  he  is  once  more  ^'  Iq 
the  teeth  of  the  Fathers."    Thus  Tertullian  trans^ 

'  -  ■  •  .  •  ■  ' 

lates  the  words  adeXffffiv  ywaiKay  mulierem  sororemi 
a  woman  a  sister j  adding,  ^\  Paul  does  not  mean  that 
the  Apostles  lead  around  wives  with  them  .  .  .  .  « 
but  only  women  who  ministered  to  their  wants,  even 
as  they  had  done  to  our  Lord  Himself  on  His  jour- 
neys "  (1.  de  Monog.  c.  8).  The  same  is  the  tiansr 
lation  given  by  Ambrosiaster  (Comm,  inloc.cit.),  St* 
Jerome  (Div.  Bibliot.  in  loc.  cit.),  and  St.  Augustine 
(De  Oper.  Monac.  c.  iv).  The  latter,  furthermore,^ 
says:  '^  Some,  not  imderstanding  this,  have  translate^ 
it  not  by  a  sister  a  woman^  but  by  wife. .  The  am- 
biguity of  the  Greek  has  led  them  astray,  as  both 
woman  and  wife  are  expressed  by  the  same  Greek 
word,''  i,  e.j  yvvrj.  These  testimonies  from  our  Fore^ 
fathers  we  might  confirm  from  the  authority  of  Pro- 
testant commentators.    Matthew  Foli^  for  instance^ 
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in  his  ''  Synopsis  criticorum  "  (Londini,  E.  Fletcher, 
1676),  says  that  the  Greek  words  in  question  mean 
only  a  Christian  woman, ''  non  aliud  significant  nisi 
m4ierem  Ghristianam^''  that  is,  the  word  ddtXff^v 
means  Ghrbtian,  and  the  word  yvvaiKa  means 
warned'  Dr.  Walton  also,  one  of  the  most  learned 
]?rotestants  since  the  Reformation,  in  his  Poly- 
glotta,  translates  the  words  adcAgp^v  yvvaiKa^  ''a 
lister  a  woman  ;'^  he  also  testifies  that  the  Syriac 
and  Arabic  have  '^  a  sister  a  womaii/'  and  he  gives 
literal  translations  to  prove  this.  Dr.  Bloomfield 
(Greek  Testament  with  English  notes,  Boston, 
1837),  although  a  bitter  enemy  of  clerical  celib- 
acy, avows  that  ^^mosi  ancient  and  many  modem 
commentators  take  adeXqiJiv  yvvaiKa  to  mean  'a 
sister — ^woman,'  i.e.,  a  Christian  woman  or  matron. 
Thus  it  will  refer  to  those  pious  women  who  fol- 
lowed the  Apostles  for  instruction,  and  sometimes,  as 
m  the  case  of  our  Lord,  ministered  to  them  of  their 
substance." 

From  these  authorities,  and  many  others  which  we 
could  have  brought  forward,  our  readers  can  easily 
judge  for  themselves  what  importance  is  to  be  at- 
tached to  the  Doctor's  bold  assertion  that  *'This  is  a 
gross  mistranslation  made  either  from  sheer  ignoranccy 
or  else  for  iJieological  reasons.  The  Greek  cannotpos- 
gijily  hear  that  rendering J'^ 

The  DoctoXi  in  his  courteous  and  erudite  way,  re- 
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marks  (p.  365)  that  in  the  Greek  text  adeXgftfv  (a 
sister)  comes  first,  and  yvvalica  (a  woman,  or,  as  lie 
pretends,  a  wife)  comes  last ;  '^  and  the  Archbishop's 
version  following  the  Rhemish,  dishonestly  or  igno- 
rantly  transposes  the  words.''  Had  the  Doctor  ex- 
amined things  with  a  little  more  care,  before  ventur- 
ing to  make  such  a  grave  accusation,  he  might  not 
have  exposed  himself  to  the  charge,  if  not  of  "  dis- 
honesty," certainly  of  "ignorance."  For  it  is  an 
acknowledged  fact,  admitted  even  by  Protestants, 
that  the  reading  of  this  passage  is  not  the  same  in 
all  the  old  manuscripts.  Tischendorf  (N.  T.  Greece, 
Lipsiae,  1872)  mentions  no  less  than  seven  old 
manuscripts  which  have  yvvaiKa  adeA9>^v,  and  not 
a6eXg>Tjv  yvvaiKa  as  our  erudite  Hellenist,  Dr. 
Steams,  contends  it  shouM  be  written.  St.  Jerome 
also,  in  his  "Divina  Bibliotheca,"  gives  us  exactly 
the  same  "transposition"  of  words:  Will  Dr. 
Steams  maintain  that  he  did  so  either  "dishonestly 
or  ignorantly?" 

If  this  had  been  the  only  chapter  that  had 
come  from  the  Doctor's  ill-fated  pen,  it  would 
have  proved  conclusively,  as  we  have  already 
remarked,  how  falsely  he  had  entitled  his  book  the 
"Faith  of  our  Forefathers."  To  the  proofs  already 
adduced  we  shall  add  a  few  more  (zd  abundanHam, 
The  Doctor  (p.  365)  informs  us  that,  "  Even  if  the 
Greek  would  bear  that  rendering  [a  sister,  a  woman] 
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Hne  won}  tranalated  'leading  about'  excludes  it;  for 
it  demonstrates  that  tbe  alludon  is  not^  as  alleged  hy 
the  Archbishop,  to '  those  piQU3  women  who  voluntarily 
Waited  on  the  Apostles,  and  ministered  to  them  in 
their  missionary  journeys/  That*  was  an  institution 
of  a  later  day."  The  exact  Doctor  forgets  to  give 
us  day  and  date,  or,  as  he  expresses  it,  ''chapter  and 
verse"  for  that  institution:  and  after  all  our  experi- 
ence with  this  little  volume,  our  readers  can  scarcely 
blame  us  for  being  very  chary  about  receiving  any- 
thing on  his  infallible  ipse  dixit.  That  the  allusion 
15  ''to  those  pious  women  who  voluntarily  waited 
upon  the  Apostles"  is  not  merely  the  opinion  of  the 
Atchbishop:  it  was  the  opinion  of  some  referred  by 
Theodoret  (Comm.  in  loc,);  the  same  is  "the  observar 
tion  of  Hilary,  Oecumenius,  and  Theofilact"  as  wit- 
nessed to  by  the  Protestant  commentator  Whitby 
(Comm.  in  I.  Cor. ix.  5),  of  Bloomfieldas  quoted  above. 
St.  Jerome  commenting  on  these  words  of  St.  Paul 
says:  "It  is  mcfen^  that  we  should  not  understand 
[the  Apostle  to  speak  of]  wives,  but  of  those  women, 
who,  as  we  have  said,  ministered  [to  the  Apostles] 
of  their  substance"  (Lib,  1  contra  Jov.  n.  26). 
Ambrosiaster  writes:  "These  women  to  testify  their 
love  for  the  divine  teaching,  and  desirous  of 
advancing  in  virtue,  followed  the  Apostles,  minis- 
tedng  to  their  wants,  as  they  bad  followed  and  min- 

i^red  to  the  Saviour"  (Com.  in  loc).    We  shall  re- 

47*        .        ' 
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peat  the  passage  we  have  already  taken  from  Ter- 
tiillian:  ^^Paul  does  not  mean  that  the  Apostles  lead 
around  wives  with  them  ....  but  only  women,  who 
ministered  to  their  wants  even  as  they  had  done  to 
our  Lord  Himself  on  His  journeys.''  We  have  thought 
it  well  to  repeat  this  quotation,  because  the  Doctor 
(p.  366)  quotes  from  another  book  of  Tertullian,  to 
convey  the  impression  that  the  Apostles  actually  did 
lead  about  wives,  though  even  there  the  context 
plainly  proves  the  contrary. 

But  did  not  St.  Paul  have  a  wife!  The  DocU^ 
appears  to  think  this  very  likely,  producing  (p.  36d) 
the  authority  of  Clement  of  Alexandria  Who  is 
this  Mrs,  Fault  This  interesting  Madam  is  the 
same,  we  are  told,  whom  the  Apostle  (Phil.  iv.  3)  ad- 
dressed as  "  true  yokefellow."  We  need  scarcely 
remark  that  this  singular  opinion  of  Clement,  as  quoted 
by  our  ^'  Examining  Chaplain,"  is  opposed  to  the 
doctrine  of  all  antiquity.  First,  against  it  we  have 
St.  Paul  himself  (I.  Cor.  vii.  7) ;  then  TertuUiaa, 
Hilary,  Ambrose,  Augustine,  Epiphanius,  Theodorety 
etc.,  etc.,  etc.  The  same  is  admitted  by  many  Pro- 
testant commentators.  Thus  Dr.  Whitby  (Com.  in 
loc.  cit.)  says:  "That  this  'yoke-fellow'  cannot  be 
Paul's  wife  is  certain:  because  he  declares  himself 
an  unmarried  man,  I.  Cor.  vii.  7,  i.  e.  either  a  virgin 
or  a  widower."  So,  too,  Grotius  (Annot.  in  Ep.  ad. 
Philip,  iv.  3);     RosenmiiUer  (Schol.  in  Epis.  ad 
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PldL) :  L.  A.  THesmger  (in  cofntmoalkmcdr  tlie  woik 
of  Oldhaiisai,  Edmbmgli,  1S51);  Bloomfield  (The 
Gfeek  TesUment  whh  English  iiotes^  Bcstoo,  1$37)$ 
T.  Hewlett  (Com.  and  Annot  on  the  Holy  Scripture^ 
London,  1816),  etc^  etc  We  ooold  go  on  dung 
nnmeroos  other  authorities,  bnt  we  have  here  more 
than  enough  for  onr  porpoee.  Ptal*s  wile  mnst 
be  consigned  to  the  shadowy  regions  of  the  imagi* 
naiy  to  keep  company  with  Betsey  Grampus  Mx8» 
Hanis,  until  some  other  thoughtless  scribe  shaU 
ruthlessly  disturb  her  rest,  and  drag  her  fduih  onoa 
mare  into  uncongenial  light  of  day. 

The  Doctor  remarks  (p.  367)  that  it  requires  only 
a  very  ^^tame  humdrum  exercise  of  the  imagination  to 
picture  Mistress  John  xxiiL,  etc"  Now  we  think 
the  imagination  has  been  made  to  play  too  important 
a  part  altogether  in  the  Doctor's  volume.  Far  be  it 
from  us  to  throw  a  word  of  discredit  upon  the  es«^ 
cise  of  one  of  the  noblest  powers  that  Grod  has  given 
to  man ;  but  by  its  very  nature  it  ought  to  be  kept 
in  subjection  to  the  higher  powers  of  the  soul.  It 
is  a  faculty  very  necessary  for  the  poet,  but  for  the 
theologian  others  are  more  requisite. 

The  Doctor  finishes  his  chapter  by  kindly  referring 
his  readers  to  Mr.  Henry  G.  Lea's  Historical  Sketqh 
of  Sacerdotal  Celibacy,  Philadelphia,  1867 — ^where 
he  tells  us  we  can  find  much  interesting  information 
and  proqfs  of  many  mistresses j  not  only  of  Poped, 
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but  ''of  a  kundred  thousand  other  mistresses  in  J^ 
(housand  parsona^s  in  the  middle  and  the  South  of 
Europe,  in  the  thirteenth,  fourteenth,  and  fifteenth  cexv- 
turies."  Why  did  he  negleot  to  recommend  ^the 
disclosures  of  Maria  Monk'^t  an  authoress  certainly 
the  peer,  probably  the  superior  of  Mr.  Lea^  in  anything 
calumnious.  But  what  has  all  this  to  do  -with  the 
present  subject  t  Suppodng  all  these  calumnies  to  be 
true,  does  it  follow  that  clerical  Celibacy  was  not  n 
doctrine  of  our  Forefathers! — or  that  the  state  <rf 
Celibacy  is  not  becoming  in  the  ministers  of  Jesus 
Christ?  Is  a  law  to  be  rgected  because  some,  many 
if  you  will,  have  violated  itt  Surely  not.  Yet  the 
introduction  of  these  calumnies  here  proves  a  great 
deal:  it  proves  that  Dr.  Steams  had  a  veiy  poor 
cause  to  defend,  and  therefore  per  fas  et  nqfas  he  tries 
.  to  make  use  of  every  kind  of  weapon  that  comes  within 
his  reach* 


CHAPTER  XXXIL 

MATBTMONT. 

Thb  Doctor,  in  the  present  chapter,  is  supposed 
to  examine  the  Catholic  doctrine  on  Matrimony, 
which,  in  a  few  comprehensive  words,  has  been  thus 
defined  by  the  Council  of  Trent  (Sess.  xxiv.  o.  1): 
'^  If  any  one  saith,  that  Matrimony  is  ^ot  truly  and 


properij  one  of  the  seven  BMnments  of  tbe  £t«a* 
gelical  Law,  insdtated  bj  Christ  the  Lord ;  but  thai 
it  has  been  invented  by  men  in  the  Ghnrchy  and  that 
it  does  not  confer  gxaoe;  1^  him  be  anarhema.^ 

Since  our  Rev.  advonsaiy  denies  this  doctrine^  ft 
seems  proper  that  we  should  look  for  a  serious  ex- 
amination of  the  AichlMshop's  argoments,  and  for 
s<Hne  attempt  at  a  lefdtation  of  them.  Bat,  for  the 
last  time,  he  has  disi^pointed  ns.  In  the  twenty 
two  lines  (!)  he  has  written  on  this  sabjeot,  there  is 
nothing  bnt  a  confodon  of  ideas,  the  last  expiring 
confirmation  of  the  Doctor's  adroitness  in  '^  inixing 
np  things.''  Not  a  single  aigoment  isexaminedi 
not  a  single  reason  brought  forward  to  show  that  we 
are  wrong  and  that  he  is  right  He  despatches  the 
whole  business  by  an  appeal  to  his  infedlible  crite- 
rion of  tnith,  '^  Whatever  I  do  not  nnderstand  is  not 
trae."  Here  is  his  whole  reasoning  condensed  into 
the  syllogistic  form  :— 

Matrimony  is  not  a  Sacrament  if,  this  being  ad- 
mitted, many  things  follow  which  I,  Ed.  J.  Steams^ 
D.D.,  do  not  understand. 

Bid:  Admitting  Matrimony  to  be  a  Sacrament, 
many  things  follow  which  I,  Ed.  J.  Steams,  D.D., 
do  not  understand. 

Therefore :  Matrimony  is  not  a  Sacrament. 

We  are  willing  to  concede  the  minor  proposition : 
but  the  major  is  obviously  inadmidsible,  so  that  the 
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wbold  argalD0uty  aopoxding  to  tlie  rules  of  dialeodcai 
,mol€  ruit  3UCL 

,  For  the  benefit  of  those  who  may  iu)t  have  read 
the  Archbiehop's  volume;  we  subjoin  here  briefly  the 
doctrine  be  has  so  clearly  explained,  and  which  Pr. 
Steams  has  so  skilfully  neglected  to  notice.  Th^ 
Archbishop  begins  by  laying  dQwn  his  proposition 
that,  '^  Matrimony  is  not  only  a  natural  contract  b^ 
tween  husband  and  wife,  but  it  hasb^en  elevatedy!?t* 
Christians  by  Jesus  Christ,  to  the  dignity  of  a  Sacr»- 
m0nt.'^  This  he  proves  chiefly  from  the  words  of 
the  Apostle  (Ephes.  v.  25-3^)1  ^'Husbands  love 
your  wives  as  Christ  also  loved  the  Church  and 
delivered  Himself  up  for  it.  .  .  .  so  also  ought  m^ 
to  love  their  wives  as  their  own  bodies.  .  .  •  ^  For 
this  cause  shall  a  man  leave  his  father,  and  mother, 
and  shall  adhere  to  his  wife,  and  they  shall  be  two  in  one 
:  flesh.  This  is  a  great  Sacrament;*  but  I  speak  in 
Christ  and  in  the  Church."  From  these  words  of  St. 
Paul  the  Archbishop  argues  as  follows:  A  sacra- 
ment is  an  outward  sensible  sign  instituted  by  JeSos 
Christ  to  confer  sanctifying  grace.  But  themarria^ 
of  Christians  is,  according  to  the  words  of  St.  Paul, 

*  King  James's  Bible  has  '^This  is  a  great  myatet-y;' 
though  Tertullian  (lib.  V.  adv.  Marcionem  o,  18),  St.  Je- 
rome (Divina  Bibliotheca),  St.  Augustine  (Speculum), 
etc.,  etCt  have  .*'  magnum  sacramentuni "  a  great  sacra- 
ment. The  word  fivarifpiov  is  the  same  in  Greek  as  Miera- 
mentum  in  Latin:  and  in  the  Greek  Churchy  the  Sacrament 
.of  the  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ  is  oidled  ftvanjpiov. 
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iftich  a  sign;  it  follows,  tilien,  tliat  tHe  marriage-bond^ 
Contracted  by  those  who  have  been  baptized^  is  m 
Sacrament.  That  marriage  is  an  ontward  sensible 
sign  needs  no  proof;  that  it  confers  grace,  and  hail 
been  consequently  instituted  by  Christ,  is  evident  &om 
the  words  of  the  Apostle.  The  Archbishop  has  touched 
this  off  very  clearly  (p.  464).  "  In  these  words,'' 
he  says,  ''the  Apostle  declares  that  the  union  cf 
Christ  with  His  Church  is  the  type  or  model  of  the 
bond  subsisting  b^ween  man  and  ifife.  Now,  the 
union  between  Christ  iand  His  Church  is  supernatural 
Imd  sealed  by  divine  grace.  Henoe,  also,  is  the 
fellowship  of  a  Christian  husband  and  wife  cementeS 
by  the  grace  of  Gk>d.''  If  the  Archbishop  had  writ* 
ten  a  theological  treatise  on  this  subject,  he  would 
have  confirmed  his  proposition,  that  matrimony  is  a 
Baczament,  from  the  numerous  testimonies  of  thtf 
Fathers,  Councils,  and  Liturgies  of  the  Church* 
The  reader  will  iind  all  these  testimonies  in  the  oeleNi 
brated  work  of  Fr.  Pertone  S.  J.  (De  Matrimonio 
Christiano,  BomsB  1858,  t.  1,  s.  1).  We  shall  be 
satisfied  here  with  transcribing  a  few  lines  from  St.. 
At^gustine. 

This  great  Doctor  (De.  Nuptiit  et  concupisoentia 
1.1.  cli.  10,  n.  11)  says :  ''Since  not  only  fecundity,  be- 
stowing progeny,  nor  only  purity,  whose  bond  is 
fidelity,  but  also  a  sacrament  of  nuptials  is  com* 
mended  to  the  faithful  held. by  conjugal  ties^'ther 
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Apostle  says :  *  Husbands  love  your  wiveS;  as  Christ 
also  loved  the  Church  ^"  (Ephes.  v.  25).  Then  he 
compares  this  Sacrament  with  the  Sacrament  of  Bap- 
tisni.  In  his  Treatise  '^  De  Bono  Conjugali"  (c.  24, 
n.  32)  the  holy  Doctor  repeats  the  same  idea, 
clearly  pointing  out  that  the  marriage  contract  has 
been  elevated  for  Christians  to  the  dignity  of  a  sacra- 
ment. *^  The  safeguard  of  marriage  in  all  nations 
and  among  all  men  is  the  desire  of  offspring  and  in- 
violate fidelity  y  but  among  the  people  of  God,  also 
the  sanctity  of  the  Sacrament*'^ 

The  reader  may  already  have  perceived  that  the 
Archbishop's  argument  derived  £rom  St.  Paul,  is  by 
no  means  deduced  from  the  word  fivoTTJptoVj  correctly 
rendered  sacrament  by  the  Vulgate  and  the  Catholic 
English  Translation ;  hence,  even  if  we  read  mystery^ 
the  ai^ument  remains  intact.  In  other  words,  the 
Archbishop  does  not  prove  matrimony  to  be  a  Sacra- 
ment from  the  fact  that  it  is  so  called  in  the ''  Bhem- 
ish  "  version.  He  is  fully  aware  that  the  word  sacra* 
ment  has  many  different  meanings.  We  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  Doctor  was  dozing  when  he  read  the  Arch- 
bishop's argument ;  otherwise  we  cannot  explain  the 
following  inference  (p.  368) :  "  One  thing,  how- 
ever, seems  clear:  if  Matrimony  is  a  Sacrament, 
then,  for  the  same  reason,  there  ought  to  be  twenty- 
tix  other  sacramenta  oi  tioi^  ^Oi^  Testament,  besides 
tie  6ix  others  of  Rome,''  lot  ^^  ^^  ^ot^  v'^ottvvw»  ^^^ 


ejxfi  in  the  New  Testament  ticentj/'Siss  ether  times/' 
Other  indications  axe  not  ^i^ntibog  that  when  the 
Deotor  wsote  this  last  article  he  was  not  in  a 
proper  frame  of  mind,;  foe  whereas  the  Arch* 
hishop  (p.  464)  says  that  'Hha  union  of  Christ  with 
his  Ghnrch  is  the  type  or  model  ef  the  bond  subsist^ 
ii^  between  man  and  wife/'  tha  Dootor  (p.  367\ 
xaakes  him  say  just  ^e  reverse* 

But  admitting  Matrimony  to.be  a  Sacrament^  manj 
things  follow,  according  to  Dr»  Steamfi,  which  &fi 
cannot  understand|,  and  which  ha  thinks  (p.  367). 
''would  puzzle  Father  Gurtia  to  explain."  Let  ua 
try  to  disentangle  these  ptuuileSk^  Among  the  thinga 
that  Dr.  Steams  does  not  understand  ia  (as  he  teHa 
ns^  p.  367)  ''how  the  mairiage  o{  a.  Catholic  tor  a 
heretic  can  be  a  Sacrament."  This  difficulty  ef .  tha 
Poctor's  will^  we  hope,  vanish^  if  he? recalls  to  mind 
that  the  very  matrimonial  contract  haft  bean  raised 
by  Jesus  Christ  for  Christianai  to  tha  dignity  of  a 
Sacrament;  so  that  it  is  impossible  for  ChriaUoM 
to  contract  marriage,^  wUhout  receiving  a  Sacrament; 
£q  other  words,  in  the  presenidispensation,.the  matrix 
menial  contract  cannot,  among  Ohristians,  be  separated 
from  the  Sacrament.  By  thia,.howeyery  is  not  meant 
that  they  always  receive  in  contracting  marriage  tha 
sanctifying  graoe  which  thi»  Sacmmeni  is  intended 
to  convey ;  for,  as  is  well  hnown^  tiba  Sacraments 

confer  grace  on  those  otIj  who  are  duly  disQOsed^ 
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An  adult,  for  instance,  may  validly  receive  tlie 
Sacrament  of  Baptism  without  obtaining  tbe  baptis- 
mal grace  j  as  happens  when  lie  presents  himself  for 
this  Sacrament,  without  air  the  requisite  dispositions. 
The  Doctor  tells  ua  (p.  367)  that  it  is  equally  difficult 
for  him  'Ho  comprehend  how  the  marriage  union  can 
be  a  type  of  the  union  betwixt  Christ  and  His  Chuioh, 
and  yet  the  married  state  be  inferior  in  purity  to 
the  single  state.''  We  are  surprised  to  hear  the 
author,  of  the  *' Faith  of  our  Forefathers"  make 
such  a  confession,  for  it  is  an  incontrovertible 
feet,  that  our  "Forefathers''  whilst  recognizing 
with  the  Apostlcy  the  union  of  Christ  with  His 
Church  to  be  a  type  or  model  of  the  marriage 
miion,  loudly  proclaimed  the  superiority  of  virginity 
over  the  married  state.  Thus,  for  instance,  St.  Atha-. 
nasius  (Epist.  ad  Amunem  Mon.,  Migne.  P.  G.v.  26 
col.  1174),  tells  us  that  "  There  are  two  modes  of 
life,  one  inferior  and  common,  that  is  Matrimony ; 
and  the  other  angelic,  and  which  cannot  be  surpassed, 
t"hat  is  virginity.  He  that  chooses  the  worldly,  viz., 
matrimony,  is  not  to  blame  5  but  he  receives  not  so  great 
^fts:  for  some  he  will  receive,  since  he  bears  fruit 
thirty-fold.  But  whoso  embraces  a  chaste  state,  and 
one  that  is  above  the  world,  .  .  .  .  receives  more 
wonderful  gifts,  for  he  has  produced  a  perfect  fruit, 
even  a  hundred-fold."  In  our  article  on  Celibacy, 
we  have  explained  how  and  why  the  conjugal  state 
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is  said  to-be  inferior  in  parity  to  tlie single  one.  We 
jpaas  on,  therefore,  to  the  Doctor's  next  pozzle. 

He  is  at  a  loss  (p.  368)  to  explain  '^how,  if  that 
be  so,  the  marriage-vow  can  be  sacramentaly  and 
the  vow  of  celibacy  non-sacramental."  We  must 
remind  the  Doctor  that,  strictly  speaking,  there  is  no 
marriage-vaw.  The  obligation  of  husband  and  wife 
to  remain  together  does  not  flow  from  a  vow,  but 
from  the  contract  existing  between  them.  A  vow 
is  a  promise  made  to  Grod  3  in  marriage  the  promise  of 
fidelity  is  made  by  the  contracting  parties  to  one  an- 
other. If  the  Doctor  appeals  to  the  sanction  which 
common  usage  has  given  to  the  expression  ^  marriage- 
vow/  then  we  have  only  to  say  that  the  reason  why 
the  marriage-vow  is  sacramental,  and  the  vow  of 
celibacy  is  not,  must  be  found  in  the  will  of  our 
Lord,  who,  having  made  marriage  a  Sacrament,  did 
not  wish  to  make  the  vow  of  celibacy  a  sacrament. 

These  are  the  Doctor's  puzzles.  In  our  day  we 
liave  seen  more  intricate  ones. 

"In  conclusion,"  says  Dr.  Steams  (p.  368),  "I 
am  happy  to  express  my  hearty  concurrence  with  the 
Archbishop  in  regard  to  the  Christian  doctrine  of 
divorce,  and  in  regard  to  the  evils  which  flow  from 
its  violation." 

But  alas,  it  would  have  been  too  kind  and  awk- 
ward on  the  Doctor's  part  to  wind  up  his  '^  oflicial 
tefritation"  with  a  compliment  to  the  Archbishop  j 
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biBnce  be  adds  a  new  paragrapli,  wfaich  is  ^of  no 
importance;^  to  keep  np  tlie  figbt,  we  suppose,  to  tbe 
Tery  end.  ^'Biit/'  he  says,  "I  deny  that  Heniy 
VIII.  was  divorced  from  his  wife,  OalJmrine,  "by 
Oranraer,  the  first-  Beform^  Pmnate  of  lEnghutd.'' 
The  Dodor  may  stick  to  his  denial;  he  ma^  say'&s^ 
It  was  only  *'  a  deelaraiion  of  the  original  nullity  of 
his  marriage^  fhat'Cranmer granted,  ^backed  by  iiho 
universities  of  England,  France,  and  Italy."  Bi:^ 
tSiese  a^  asseitSons,  wHch  prove  nothing.  Does  the 
Doctor  admit  tbe  nullity  of  Henry's  marriage  witli 
dutharinet  If  he  does,  why  does  lie  not  say  sot 
why  does  be  keep  back  the  proofs  1  But  if,  which 
we  think  likely,  he  does  not,  then  what  is  to  prevent 
US  from  calling  this  "  declaration  '*  a  divorce,  if  not 
something  worse  f  The  Ardhbishop  did  not  make  a 
gratuitous  statement  when  he  called  Henry's  separa- 
tion from  his  wife  a  ''^vorce.*  He  might  have 
quoted  in  confirmation  many  Ptotestant  historianS| 
as  Short,  Tytler,  Mackintosh,  etc.,  who  nse  the  very 
same  word.  These  and  many  other  authorities  bear- 
ing on  the  po^t,  have  been  carefully  collected  by 
Waterworth  (Six  Historical  Lectures,  etc.,  Lect.  l^. 
We  recommend  Dr.  "Steams  to  read  these  lectures. 
He  will  perhaps  be  surprised  to  learn  there  (Lect.  1), 
in  the  words  of  Strype,  Soames,  Burnet^  Ryner,  etc., 
how,  and  by  what  ^kme^  means,  Granmer  was  backed 
by  some  universitleB. 


CONCLUSION. 

Our  task  is  done.  We  have  redeemed  tlie  promise 
made  in  tlie  Preface;  to  set  forth  the  reasons  of  the 
faith  that  is  in  ns,  and,  at  the  same  time,  to  answer 
Dr.  Stearns's  objections  against  it — ^at  least  those 
that  were  supported  by  the  semblance  of  an  argument. 

We  have  taken  up  his  "  challenges  "  and  replied  to 
them  on  pp.  150,  197,  214,  267-271,  277,  316,  354, 
381,  530.  Various  charges  of  dishonesty  against  the 
Archbishop,  and  against  the  Catholic  translation  of 
the  Bible  are  refuted  on  pp.  173,  333,  345,  352,  356, 
426,  554,  556y  etc. 

We  have  proved  the  Doctor  to  be  in  open  contra- 
diction with  our  Forefathers  (see  especially  cc.  ix., 
xiii.,  xvi.,  xvii.,  xx.^  xxiv.)  j  nay,  we  have  seen  him 
despise  the  authority  of  those  Fathers  to  whose  teach- 
ings the  very  title  of  his  book  pledged  him  to  adhere 
(pp.  159,  181,  etc.)  We  have  been  obliged  to  call 
the  attention  of  our  readers  to  his  misrepresentations 
of  our  real  tenets  (pp.  35,  256,  280,  308,  336,  etc.), 
and  to  vindicate  several  Catholic  theologians  £:om 
opinions  which  he  falsely  attributed  to  them  (pp.  310, 
313,  344,  421,  etc.) 

Some  of  our  doctrines  being  too  well  known,  even 
48* 
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by  Protestants,  to  be  misrepresented  witb.  impnnitj, 
the  Doctor  bad  recourse  to  tbe  safe  expedient  of  gar- 
bling quotations  (see  pp.  308,  435,  406,  etc.),  or  even 
of  giving  as  genuine^  passages  acknowledged  to  be 
eitber  spuriqtis  or  doubfful  (320,  361,  529,  etc.) 

Tbis  is  not  all.  To  bolster  up  bis  arguments,  be 
often  found  it  necessary  to  pervert  bistory ;  and  out 
readers  will  remember  in  bow  many  instances  we  were 
obliged  to  refute  bis  misstatements  (65, 107, 118, 138, 
203-206,  248,  371,  etc.)  We  say  notbing  of  hia 
carelessness  about  facts,  for  we  sbould  bardly  know 
wbere  to  end  (62,  67^  162,  267,  325,  etc.) 

In  making  tbese  cbarges  we  expressly  disclaim  any 
intention  of  reflecting  on  tbe  Doctor's  motives :  we 
speak  only  of  bis  statements  objectively,  and  are  per- 
fectly willing  to  attribute  bis  errors  eitber  to  lack  of 
logic  (67,  79, 234,  431,  444,  etc.),  or  to  prejudice  and 
indiscreet  confidence  in  copying  blindly  from  known 
enemies  of  tbe  Churcb  of  Christ. 

In  our  review  of  his  book,  we  have  endeavored  to 
abstain,  as  far  as  possible,  £rom  taking  notice  of  tbe 
extreme  personalities  witb  which  it  is  filled.  Suok 
personalities,  besides  being  disgraceful  to  their  author, 
speak  more  strongly,  as  we  have  already  remarked, 
against  the  abuser  than  against  the  abused. 

In  fine,  we  rather  thank  Dr.  Steams  for  tbe  oppor- 
tunity he  has  given  us  of  presenting  tbe  doctrine  of 
the  Church  to  our  separated  brethren,  and  of  calling 
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their  attention  to  the  excellent  book  which  the  Arch* 
bishop  of  Baltimore  has  written  for  them.  Wo  invite 
them  to  examine  that  book  i<x  themselves,  not  doubt- 
ing for  a  moment  that,  if  they  io  so  with  an  earnest 
desire  of  finding  the  troth,  their  labors  will  be  amply 
rewarded. 
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